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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Thursday, March 10, 1994 
The House met at 10 a.m. 
The Reverend Dr. Lawrence R. 

Veatch, senior minister, First Chris
tian Church, Jefferson City, MO, of
fered the following prayer: 

Mighty God, Lord of History, Ruler 
of the Nations, we bow before You in 
the knowledge that we are not our own, 
for You are the source of our life and 
the end of our being. We ask Your spe
cial benediction for these whom we 
have elected to make decisions as our 
Nation confronts many serious and 
complex challenges. In the crucible of 
their debate, help them separate the 
wheat from the chaff, truth from false
hood, good from evil, righteousness 
from selfishness, and good policy from 
personal ambition. Give them the cour
age to choose what is right rather than 
what is merely popular or expedient. 
Grant them a strong faith that in pur
suing Your will and love, the strength 
of our Nation is found. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam

ined the Journal of the last day's pro
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof, 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour
nal stands approved. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman 

from Texas [Mr. SMITH] come forward 
and lead the House in the Pledge of Al
legiance? 

Mr. SMITH of Texas led the Pledge of 
Allegiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
The SPEAKER. The Chair will recog

nize seven Members on each side for 1-
minute speeches. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Hallen, one of its clerks, announced 

that the Senate had passed a bill of the 
following title, in which the concur
rence of the House is requested: 

S. 1913. An Act to extend certain compli
ance dates for pesticide safety training and 
labeling requirements. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate disagrees to the amendments of 
the House to the bill (S. 1284) "An Act 
to amend the Developmental Disabil
ities Assistance and Bill of Rights Act 
to expand or modify certain provisions 
relating to programs for individuals 
with developmental disabilities, Fed
eral assistance for priority area activi
ties for individuals with developmental 
disabilities, protection and advocacy of 
indiviqual rights, university affiliated 
programs, and projects of national sig
nificance, and for other purposes," re
quests a conference with the House on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and appoints Mr. KENNEDY, 
Mr. HARKIN, Mr. METZENBAUM, Mrs. 
KASSEBAUM, and Mr. DURENBERGER, to 
be the conferees on the part of the Sen
ate. 

THE REVEREND DR. LAWRENCE R. 
VEATCH 

(Mr. SKELTON asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I take 
this opportunity to tell this body of 
the guest chaplain who is with us 
today, the Reverend Dr. Lawrence R. 
Veatch, who is the minister of the 
First Christian Church Disciples of 
Christ, located in the Missouri State 
Capital of Jefferson City. 

A native of Dayton, WA, Reverend 
Veatch received his undergraduate de
gree in sociology from the University 
of Oregon. He then attended the Chris
tian Theological Seminary in Indianap
olis, IN, and was ordained in 1969 at the 
Oxford Christian Church in Oxford, IN. 

His first service was in the First 
Christian Church in the hometown of 
another famous Missourian, Samuel 
Clemens, in Hannibal, MO. He faith
fully served that congregation in that 
community as preacher, mentor, and 

friend. On May 11, 1991, he was given a 
doctor of humane letters citation from 
Culver-Stockton College in Canton, 
MO, in recognition of his outstanding 
contributions to Hannibal and the sur
rounding communities. 

The Reverend Veatch gave his first 
sermon at the First Christian Church 
in Jefferson City on October 4, 1992. In 
the time that he has served there, Rev
erend Veatch has shown his dedication 
to his congregation and to the commu
nity. 

Mr. Speaker, this incidentally is the 
same church that my grandfather, the 
late John T. Boone, served as pastor 
some 90 years ago. 

Reverend Veatch is an active member 
of the Chamber of Commerce in Jeffer
son City and the Rotary Club, and 
highly respected as a leader in the 
Christian community. 

I am truly proud to have such a dis
tinguished leader of my church give 
the opening prayer to my colleagues 
here in the House. He has given joy to 
people from his hometown of Dayton, 
WA, to Missouri, the heartland, and 
now to the Nation's Capitol. 

PUTTING FAMILIES FIRST BUDGET 
(Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. 
Speaker, this week Congress will have 
the opportunity to vote on the Repub
lican alternative to President Clinton's 
budget plan, entitled "Putting Fami
lies First." Putting Families First 
combines two traditional Republican 
principles-pro-family tax relief and 
deficit reduction. The 1990 budget deal 
with Congress brought on $158 billion 
in new taxes for Americans. President 
Clinton's 1993 budget deal with Con
gress imposed $240 billion in new taxes, 
including higher income taxes, higher 
Medicare payroll taxes, and the new 4.3 
cent-per-gallon gasoline tax, among 
many other levies. 

America needs not only deficit reduc
tion but a different plan than the one 
that has led it to years of misguided 
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tax increases. During the last four dec
ades, the Federal income tax burden on 
a family of four has increased by over 
250 percent as a share of family income. 
Senior citizens are penalized for 
supplementing their income by work
ing and now face a punitive surtax on 
their savings and pensions. Finally, in
vestors, entrepreneurs , and risk takers 
have had their incentive reduced by ex
cessive taxation of capital and income. 

The Kasich plan delivers what Presi
dent Clinton could only promise; a 
middle-class tax cut. It does not simply 
shift spending from one program to an
other, it takes the necessary step of 
cutting spending. 

THE ECONOMY 
(Mr. CLYBURN asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. CLYBURN. Mr. Speaker, it was 
expected to be a fiscal failure . It was 
predicted to create a recipe for disas
ter. It was supposed to drive the econ
omy in the gutter. 

It had been compared to a deadly 
virus that would kill jobs, stifle eco
nomic growth, and suffocate the Amer
ican people with higher taxes. 

Where is this monster of economic 
mayhem of whom I speak? Mr. Speak
er, I rise today to tell you that such a 
monster does not exist and is purely a 
myth created in the minds of those 
who did not believe in the efficacy of 
President Clinton's budget. 

Instead of a monster bent on eco
nomic destruction, the President's 
budget-like a phoenix rising from the 
ashes of previous administrations-has 
brought about positive changes for the 
American people and the American 
economy. 

Leading economic indicators are up. 
Consumer confidence is up. Job growth, 
household spending, retail sales, busi
ness investments, factory orders and 
housing starts also are on the rise. 

Low interest rates have spurred busi
ness investments and made it possible 
for millions of Americans to refinance 
their homes. 

And to those who seek to divert at
tention from the realities of this Na
tion's sound economy, the $255 million 
budget deficit, the lowest since 1979, 
should serve as a major indicator of a 
budget that has proven itself to be 
right on target. 

THE REPUBLICAN BUDGET 
Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, later 

today and in to tomorrow, the House 
will have a choice between two dif
ferent budgets. One of those budgets, 
the Democrat budget, expands Govern
ment. It does so in their claim to do 
the country good. 

We believe that there is another way 
of doing the country good, and that is 

to offer a plan for reform and a plan 
that helps the American family. If 
Members look at the two budgets they 
will find that the Democrat budget is a 
status quo budget. In fact , it is worse 
than the status quo. If we would allow 
the budget to simply grow automati
cally, we would end up with less spend
ing and less deficit than what is in
cluded in the Democrat budget that 
will come to the floor in the next few 
hours. 

In the Republican budget we offer 
heal th care reform, we offer welfare re
form, we offer a crime package, and we 
offer the American people a $500 tax 
credit for every child in the family. We 
do so at the same time as reducing the 
deficit $150 billion below what the 
Democrats are offering on the floor. 

If the American people want true re
form and they want the families of this 
country empowered, they will support 
the Republicans in what we are at
tempting to do in this House, and that 
is to change the direction of America, 
to bring about real change in the budg
et process. 

CONSTITUTIONAL FORUM 
(Mr. SKAGGS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, the one 
thing that each of us raises our hand 
and swears to at the beginning of each 
Congress is to uphold and defend the 
Constitution of the United States. Yet, 
I would speculate that it is a document 
that almost none of us fully under
stand in all its complexity, and sub
tlety and history. 

In order to try to remedy our need 
for further understanding and edu
cation in constitutional issues, the 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. LEACH] and I 
are beginning what we are calling the 
constitutional forum. The forum will 
sponsor a series of luncheon meetings 
for Members to discuss in depth, and 
we hope seriously, constitutional is
sues facing this body. 

The first of these sessions will be this 
coming Tuesday, and we will feature a 
discussion of the war powers issue and 
the constitutional tension between ex
ecutive and legislative authority over 
the use of U.S. military power. 

D 1010 
We will feature the newly named 

counsel to the President, Lloyd Cutler, 
and Harold Koh, a constitutional schol
ar from Yale Law School, to discuss 
that issue. We invite all of our col
leagues to join us for what we hope will 
be a very useful series of discussions of 
constitutional matters. 

DON'T BYPASS LEGISLATIVE 
PROCESS ON HEALTH CARE 

(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 

minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, amid all 
the speeches about the need to have 
Democrats and Republicans work to
gether on a bipartisan and cooperative 
manner on health care, comes the pro
nouncement for the committee on En
ergy and Commerce that it in tends to 
bypass subcommittee markup on this 
issue and go directly to full committee 
on the President's health care bill. 

Mr. Speaker, this is yet another 
move to push the President's legisla
tion through without full and open de
bate. Why is the normal legislative 
process being undermined in this in
stance? 

We have been told that due to time 
constraints we will not adhere to the 
normal legislative process. However, 
the magnitude of this legislation de
mands that it go through the entire 
legislative process that is, subcommit
tees and then full committees prior to 
being considered on the House floor. 

It is imperative that all members 
participate in the process as we move 
ahead. It is incumbent upon the leader
ship, including the chairmen of the 
various committees involved, that this 
occurs. I have advised the Energy and 
Commerce Committee about my desire 
to see a full legislative review of this 
issue. I reiterate here again today that 
the need still exists. 

There is nothing to fear from full de
bate and participation on health care, 
only a better bill for all Americans can 
result. 

BANKERS GET BIG PAY RAISES 
(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, the 
Citicorp boss, John Reed, got a 92-per
cent pay raise to $4.2 million. Folks, 
Charles Rice, he busted the bank at 
Barnett by doubling his pay to $7 .3 mil
lion. 

Now, let me ask you something: 
What did these fat-cat bankers do to 
warrant this type of a pay raise, folks? 
First, they laid off or fired most of 
their workers. And second, they 
cheered on Alan Greenspan, who helped 
them get their fat pay raises. 

What bothers me here, Congress, is 
you need $2 in the bank to make a $1 
loan anymore in this country. If you 
are a small businessman, you have to 
kiss the banker's ring just to get a 
meeting. Guess what the bankers tell 
us: The problem with America is Amer
ican workers make too much money. 

Beam me up, Congress. With bankers 
like this, we will be lucky if we have 
any jobs left. 

CLINTON'S NEW THREE-STRIKES
AND-YOU'RE-OUT POLICY 

(Mr. SMITH of Texas asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
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for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
there are three issues before the Amer
ican people today. 

Heal th care is on their minds, 
Whitewater is on the front page of 
their papers, and the Federal budget 
deficit is in their wallets. 

The three are not unrelated. 
A White House that proposes a defi

cit-increasing health care plan and op
poses a budget-balancing amendment is 
not being forthright about the budget. 

Nothing could more clearly illustrate 
where the administration is coming 
from or where they would like to take 
the Nation. 

A White House staffed by people that 
could not handle the transactions of a 
small-time Arkansas Savings & Loan
and now cannot handle the investiga
tion of it-cannot be trusted to take 
over operation of the Nation's entire 
health care system. 

With deficit-increasing health care 
reform, Whitewater, and opposition to 
the balanced budget amendment, it ap
pears that the administration is devis
ing a novel innovation of the three
strikes-and-you're-out policy. 

Regretfully for the American people, 
the Clinton administration just keeps 
on swinging, and missing. 

ECONOMY'S IMPROVEMENT SHOWS 
COUNTRY IS BACK ON THE 
RIGHT TRACK 
(Mr. VISCLOSKY asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, as we 
begin this year's budget debate it 
would be instructive to look back at 
the Republican rhetoric of last year's 
debate verses today's economic reality. 

Last year, Mr. KASICH said, "The 
Democrats have the job killer pro
gram." 

Mr. ARMEY added, "This plan is not a 
recipe for new jobs * * *. It is a recipe 
for disaster." 

Luckily, for the American people, 
Mr. KASICH, Mr. ARMEY, and their Re
publican colleagues were dead wrong. 

More than 2 million jobs have been 
created during the first 13 months of 
the Clinton administration. Already, 
the United States has seen 500,000 more 
jobs created under Bill Clinton and the 
Democrats than during the entire 4 
years under George Bush. 

The job creation has resulted in the 
largest drop in unemployment in 6 
years and a 20-percent increase in help 
wanted advertising. 

Mr. Speaker, the economic facts are 
real. In the face of unanimous Repub
lican opposition and super-heated rhet
oric, jobs are being created, the deficit 
is being reduced, interest rates are 
down, and the country is starting back 
on the right track. 

BUREAUCRATS SHOULD NOT DE
CIDE WHAT IS MEDICALLY NEC
ESSARY 
(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, in defining 
his health care plan, President Clinton 
declares that every American that gets 
sick must get really sick. 

They will have to get really sick be
cause under the Clinton plan it will be 
up to seven high-level bureaucrats in 
Washington to decide if they really 
need medical help. 

Under the President's plan, the Na
tional Health Board will decide what 
the guidelines will be in judging what 
they call medically necessary and ap
propriate treatment. 

Mr. Speaker, I can not speak for all 
my colleagues, but I know I would not 
want a panel of bureaucrats deciding 
what is medically necessary and appro
priate for me. 

If I am sick, I do not plan to call the 
National Health Board-I do not plan 
to call a politician-I plan to call my 
doctor-that is what people outside the 
beltway normally do when they are 
sick. It works-let us not foul it up. 

PERSONAL MEDICAL DECISIONS 
SHOULD BE LEFT UP TO PA
TIENTS AND DOCTORS 
(Ms. FURSE asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re
marks.) 

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to discuss a part of health care 
reform that is critical to the American 
family. 

As we debate health care reform, let 
us not forget who is the doctor and who 
is the patient. Doctors are qualified to 
prescribe what is best for a patient, 
and patients can follow that advice to 
get healthy. But I am concerned that 
politicians want to decide what is the 
right prescription for women. 

Right now, 90 percent of all women 
have coverage for abortion services in 
their private insurance plans. Whether 
or not a person agrees with women's 
right to choose, it is the law, a law 
which allows women to make this deci
sion with the help of their doctors and 
families. Politicians have no business 
in people's private lives. Let us make 
decisions about how to develop the best 
health care plan we can, and leave the 
personal decisions up to patients and 
their doctors. 

WTOP CELEBRATES 25TH ALL
NEWS ANNIVERSARY IN MARCH 
(Mr. WOLF asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, today I 
would like to pay special tribute to 
Washington's only all-news radio sta
tion- WTOP 1500-AM. For 25 years, 
WTOP's dedicated news professionals 
have been bringing us up-to-the-minute 
news of important events in the Na
tion's Capital, the metropolitan region, 
and from throughout the world. 

The station's alumni include such 
distinguished names as Walter 
Cronkite and Connie Chung. But it is 
the familiar and friendly voices of Cap
itol Hill reporter Dave McConnell, 
business editor Larry Matthews, and 
their many noteworthy colleagues that 
help to keep us up to date. 

Congratulations, WTOP, for a quar
ter-century as Washington's top all
news radio station. 

THE CLINTON PLAN IS WORKING 

(Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, as we prepare to debate the 
budget resolution for fiscal year 1995 
we should remember the debate that 
took place 1 year ago, when our Repub
lican colleagues predicted that the sky 
would fall if President Clinton's budget 
passed. The plan passed, the sky did 
not fall, and our sky is clear and our 
economy is growing. 

Since the Clinton economic plan was 
implemented, the growth rate for our 
economy has risen to 3.5 percent and 
inflation has remained in check. Over 2 
million jobs have been created in the 
first 13 months of the Clinton adminis
tration. At that same time we have cut 
our deficit projections by 40 percent 
and enacted the largest budget deficit 
reduction plan in history. 

We need to recognize that the Clin
ton plan is working and the Repub
licans refuse to recognize this. By 
slinging mud at the President and the 
First Lady over their investment his
tory, the Republicans have shown that 
they are willing to do anything to side
track this Congress and our adminis
tration. If we allow that to happen we 
will be doing our Nation a great dis
service. 

Despite their efforts we will move 
ahead and pass health care reform, wel
fare reform, and a comprehensive 
crime control measure. They can either 
choose to be part of the solution to 
these problems or spend their time 
chasing shadows. The Whitewater case 
is being investigated but it should not 
delay health care, education, or other 
substantial issues. We need to get back 
to our jobs and off our soapboxes. We 
should not let the supporters of stale
mate, the proponents of gridlock, and 
forces of darkness win by diversion. 
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A TRUE BALANCED BUDGET 
(Mr. SOLOMON asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, the pre
vious speaker was a Democrat, and he 
was bragging about how small these 
deficits are in the next 5 years under 
the Clinton program. Let me read them 
t;o you, ladies and gentlemen. 

In 1995, $171 billion; that is small? In 
1996, $166 billion; that is small? In 1977, 
$183 billion; that is small? It goes on' 
and on. 

In 5 years it increases the national 
debt by another $1 trillion, ladies and 
gentlemen. You are going to have a Re
publican alternative offered today that 
is going to cut those deficits substan
tially. you are also going to have a .bi
partisan balanced budget presented to 
this body around 4 or 5 this afternoon 
which actually balances the budget and 
begins to show surpluses at the end of 
that 5 years. I hope you will pay a lot 
of attention to this because this is a 
chance to turn around this sea of red 
ink which is ruining this country. 

THE BUDGET DEFICIT REDUCTION 
PLAN IS WORKING 

(Mr. TUCKER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. TUCKER. Mr. Speaker, this is 
correct, the prior speaker was a Demo
crat and he talked about the fact that 
1 year ago we had a deficit reduction 
plan and that deficit reduction plan 
has already begun to work. 

Contrary to the banterings of the 
prior speaker, who is a Republican and 
said that we can have much more defi
cit reduction, he was the same party 
and the same voice that said the deficit 
reduction plan of 1993 would not work. 
Let us see what has happened just 1 
year later: 

Growth in good-paying jobs is accel
erating at 4.3 percent, industrial pro
duction is up 4.7 percent, real gross do
mestic product jumped up 7.5 percent; 
the index of leading economic indica
tors is up for the sixth consecutive 
month. 

Mr. Speaker, Mr. Clinton's plan has 
already begun to work, and we need to 
support it, Republican, Democrat, 
Americans alike. We must continue to 
trust in the proven leadership of this 
administration and the party which 
has already proven to you that it gives 
good economic guidance. 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF HOUSE CONCURRENT RESO
LUTION 218, CONCURRENT RESO
LUTION ON THE BUDGET-FIS
CAL YEAR 1995 
Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, by direc

tion of the Committee on Rules, I -eall 

up House Resolution 384 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 384 
Resolved, That at any time after the adop

tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur
suant to clause l(b) of rule XXIII , declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the concurrent resolution 
(H. Con. Res. 218) setting forth the congres
sional budget for the United States Govern
ment for the fiscal years 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 
and 1999. The first reading of the concurrent 
resolution shall be dispensed with. All points 
of order against the concurrent resolution 
and against its consideration are waived. Ini
tial general debate shall be confined to the 
congressional budget and shall not exceed 
two hours (including one hour on the subject 
of economic goals and policies) equally di
vided and controlled by the chairman and 
ranking minority member of the Committee 
on the Budget. After initial general debate , 
an additional period of general debate shall 
be confined to the subject of the amendment 
numbered 4 in the report of the Committee 
on Rules accompanying this resolution and 
shall not exceed one hour equally divided 
and controlled by Representative Kasich of 
Ohio and an opponent. After general debate 
on the subject of the amendment numbered 
4, an additional period of general debate 
shall be confined to the subject of the 
amendment numbered 3 of the report of the 
Committee on Rules and shall not exceed one 
hour equally divided and controlled by Rep
resentative Mfume of Maryland and an oppo
nent. After general debate on the subject of 
the amendment numbered 3, the concurrent 
resolution shall be considered for amend
ment under the five-minute rule and shall be 
considered as read. No amendment shall be 
in order except those printed in the report of 
the Committee on Rules. Each amendment 
may be offered only in the order printed in 
the report, may be offered only by a Member 
designated in the report, shall be considered 
as read, shall be debatable for one hour 
equally divided and controlled by the pro
ponent and an opponent, and shall not be 
subject to amendment. All points of order 
against the amendments printed in the re
port are waived. If more than one amend
ment in the nature of a substitute is adopt
ed, only the last to be adopted shall be con
sidered as finally adopted and reported to 
the House. After the conclusion of consider
ation of the concurrent resolution for 
amendment, and a final period of general de
bate, which shall not exceed ten minutes 
equally divided and controlled by the chair
man and ranking minority member of the 
Committee on the Budget, the Committee 
shall rise and report the concurrent resolu
tion to the House with such amendment as 
may have been finally adopted. The previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the concurrent resolution and amendments 
thereto to final adoption without interven
ing motion except amendments offered by 
the chairman of the Committee on the Budg
et pursuant to section 305(a)(5) of the Con
gressional Budget Act of 1974 to achieve 
mathematical consistency. The concurrent 
reso~ution shall not be subject to a demand 
for division of the question of its adoption. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
CLYBURN). The gentleman from South 
Carolina [Mr. DERRICK] is recognized 
for 1 hour. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur
poses of debate only, I yield the cus-

tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. Goss] pending which 
I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, during consideration of 
this resolution, all time yielded is for 
the purpose of debate only. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 384 
provides for the consideration of House 
Concurrent Resolution 218, setting 
forth the congressional budget for fis
cal year 1995. The rule provides for 2 
hours of general debate, including ape
riod of 1 hour on the subject of eco
nomic goals and policies, to be equally 
divided and controlled by the chairman 
and ranking minority member of the 
Committee on the Budget. 

The rule further provides for addi
tional periods of general debate of 1 
hour each on the Kasich substitute and 
Mfume substitute after conclusion of 
the initial period of general debate. De
bate time is equally divided and con
trolled by the proponent and an oppo
nent. 

The rule waives all points of order 
against the concurrent resolution and 
against its consideration and makes in 
order only the five amendments in the 
nature of substitutes which are printed 
in the report accompanying the resolu
tion. The rule provides that the five 
substitutes shall be considered under a 
king-of-the-hill procedure. Under king
of-the-hill, if more than one amend
ment in the nature of a substitute is 
adopted, only the last such amendment 
adopted shall be considered as finally 
adopted and reported back to the 
House. 

The substitutes will be considered in 
the following order and will be debat
able for 1 hour each: first, the sub
stitute to be offered by Representative 
FRANK; second, the substitute to be of
fered by Representative SOLOMON; 
third, the substitute by Representative 
MFUME; fourth, the substitute to be of
fered by Representative KASICH and; 
fifth, the concurrent resolution as re
ported by the Budget Committee. The 
rule waives all points of order against 
the substitutes and the substitutes are 
not amendable and shall be considered 
as read. 

After the disposition of the last sub
stitute, the rule further provides for a 
period of 10 minutes of concluding de
bate, equally divided and controlled by 
the chairman and ranking minority 
member of the Committee on the Budg
et. 

Finally, the rule also makes in order 
mathematical consistency amend
ments as needed and as provided in sec
tion 305(a)(5) of the Budget Act and 
provides that the concurrent resolution 
is not divisible. 

Mr. Speaker, this year's budget reso
lution incorporates President Clinton's 
budget request for fiscal year 1995, and 
implements the spending cuts man
dated by last year's deficit reduction 
package. Under that package, the defi-
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cit is projected to drop from $225 bil
lion in fiscal year 1993 to $175 billion by 
fiscal year 1995---or $80 billion in a 2-
year period. The resolution calls for no 
new taxes and does not require rec
onciliation. 

The budget resolution sets total dis
cretionary spending for fiscal year 1995 
within the caps established by last 
year's deficit reduction package. Spe
cifically, the resolution sets discre
tionary spending at $511.2 billion in 
budget authority, $6.8 billion less than 
the cap, and $541.1 billion in outlays, 
also within the cap. 

For domestic discretionary spending, 
the resolution sets a fiscal year 1995 
level of $226.6 billion in budget author
ity and $249.2 billion in outlays. These 
levels generally assume both the in
vestments and the extensive spending 
cuts proposed by the President. 

The President requested increases of 
$14.1 billion in budget authority for a 
number of investment programs, such 
as Head Start, compensatory edu
cation, crime control, WIC, health re
search, job training, and transpor
tation. The budget resolution includes 
$13.5 billion for these programs. The 
budget resolution also adopts the 
President's reordering of spending pri
orities, which call for the termination 
of over 100 domestic discretionary pro
grams and spending reductions in more 
than 300 others. 

For defense, the budget resolution 
calls for $263.8 billion in budget author
ity and $270.9 billion in outlays next 
year. These figures are consistent with 
the President's request and reflect sav
ings resulting from the administra
tion's proposed procurement reform 
and reduced rent payments from Fed
eral agencies. 

The budget resolution also contains a 
number of modifications to the Presi
dent's budget and rejects proposed cuts 
in the Low Income Home Energy As
sistance Program, mass transit operat
ing funds, veteran's medical research 
as well as the Emergency Food Assist
ance Program. 

Finally, the budget resolution does 
not prejudge the debate on health care 
reform and does not include any spe
cific figures for heal th care reform. 
Rather it assumes budget neutrality of 
any such legislation over a 5-year pe
riod. 

Mr. Speaker, after 4 years of eco
nomic stagnation, the economy is once 
again starting to pick up. Industrial 
productivity is on the rise as well as 
business investment. The rate of unem
ployment is down as is the deficit and 
inflation. The rate of new housing 
starts are on the rise while mortgage 
rates remain low. Although we are still 
not out of the woods, this budget will 
keep us on the course to recovery. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 384 is 
a fair rule that will expedite consider
ation of this important resolution. I 
urge my colleagues to support the rule 

and the resolution. I reserve the bal
ance of my time. 

0 1030 
Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 

my time. 
Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my

self such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, I thank my friend, the 

gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. 
DERRICK] for yielding, and I wish to tell 
him that he will be missed sincerely by 
all of us. We wish him well in the years 
ahead. 

Members may not realize that, under 
the Budget Act, budget resolutions are 
privileged and may be brought directly 
to the floor without passing through 
the Rules Committee. Under the nor
mal rules of this House, any Member is 
supposed to have the opportunity to 
amend the budget resolution on the 
floor. 

In this case today, though, the nor
mal procedures were set aside and the 
Rules Committee was asked to struc
ture debate on the budget resolution
placing limits on the involvement of 
Members in outlining our budget prior
i ties for the next 5 years. Managing the 
public's budget and bringing down our 
staggering national debt is arguably 
one of the most important parts of 
every Member's job. Yet Members will 
only have a limited set of preselected 
options from which to choose as we 
proceed today. That is not the way it is 
supposed to work. 

The majority seemed to have an espe
cially strong interest in expediting this 
important step in our budget process 
today getting to the budget resolution. 
One might even call it rushing it 
through even though we are already a 
full 2112 weeks ahead of schedule. In its 
haste to move the budget resolution, 
the majority leadership disregarded an
other crucial standing procedure in 
this House-ignoring the normal re
quirement that budget resolutions be 
available to Members for 5 legislative 
days prior to voting. 

Why is this important? I am holding 
the committee's budget resolution-it 
is a sizable document that contains 
crucial information about how we in
tend to parcel out the Nation's re
sources over the next 5 years. It is 
heavy reading-and it takes time to di
gest. 

Members should have a chance to 
read what they are being asked to vote 
on before they are asked to vote. But 
this year, the final report on the budg
et resolution was not widely available 
to Members until Wednesday, yester
day. Since we are so far ahead of sched
ule, I am troubled that Members are 
not afforded time for reflection and 
study. It does not make much sense 
and it did not have to be this way. 

Today's rule reflects the wishes of 
our distinguished chairman [Mr. MOAK
LEY] who asked that changes to the 
budget resolution come in the form of 

complete substitutes. While I under
stand the reasoning behind this request 
and the ·interest in having orderly de
bate, significant proposals to improve 
our budget outline will not be heard 
today because of that limitation. 

For instance, under this process I was 
not encouraged to proceed with an 
amendment making an additional 76 
specific spending cuts for a 5-year sav
ings of $285 billion, the socalled Spirit 
of '76 proposal. 

Still, I could accept this limitation
had it been fairly and consistently ap
plied to all substitutes presented. But 
this was not the case-in fact there 
were two very thoughtful, credible, and 
responsible substitutes that were 
inexplicably shutout of the process. 

One, a proposal by Mr. BURTON of In
diana that I strongly support, is known 
as the 2-percent solution, and seeks to 
freeze our budget at this year's levels 
plus 2 percent. The gentlewoman from 
Maryland [Mrs. BENTLEY] offered a 
similar amendment and was also de
nied. 

A second substitute not made in 
order, offered by the gentleman from 
Colorado [Mr. SCHAEFER] listed an ad
ditional $550 billion in budget cut sav
ings over the next 5 years. Even though 
I agree with the chairman of the Budg
et Committee, the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. SABO] that we have 
made some progress in reducing the 
deficit, I am convinced much more can 
and must be done to cut Federal spend
ing on wasteful, redundant, and low
priori ty programs. 

That is what Mr. SCHAEFER was at
tempting to do-and that is what my 
own Spirit of '76 intends to do. 

Mr. Speaker, this rule does make in 
order 4 complete substitutes-including 
a comprehensive Republican budget of
fered by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
KASICH] and the balanced budget ap
proach I am proud to have worked on 
with my friend the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. SOLOMON]. In addition, 
we will consider proposals by the gen
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
FRANK] and the gentleman from Mary
land [Mr. MFUME] all of which we will 
hear about in detail in the hours ahead. 
For that, we are grateful. 

I am disappointed, though, that the 
majority felt the need to add yet an
other shackle to this process-the ar
cane procedure known as king-of-the
hill, whereby four or five proposals are 
considered in a row and the last one to 
pass wins. Many of us would pref er to 
let the chips fall where they may-and 
let the House truly work its will-by 
voting on each and accepting the one 
with the highest vote total. 

King-of-the-hill tends to reduce 
Members' accountability by g1vmg 
them free votes, while allowing the 
majority a last chance to undo any
thing that is done and still get their 
budget passed. 

I think I can predict exactly what 
budget is going to pass, and I can pre-
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diet safely that after 9 hours of debate 
here, which is very orderly, exactly 
where we are going to come out, and it 
is going to be called the Budget Deficit 
Reduction Act budget for this year. 

I have got to point something out at 
this time. as I did yesterday at the 
Committee on Rules meeting. On the 
budget deficit for this year much crow
ing is going ·on because it is only going 
to be a $175.3 billion deficit this year. 
Now we have made it not as bad as it 
could have been, but a $175.3 billion 
deficit this year alone is nothing to 
brag about. But the problem is that is 
not the true number. The true number 
is a much bigger deficit than that be
cause we have not included the Social 
Security savings. We have simply said 
that those $65 or so billion dollars we 
are crediting against the deficit, those 
moneys are already predestined to go 
to the people who have paid into the 
Social Security System. They are not 
available to reduce the deficit, and we 
all know it, so that gets the deficit up 
to about $250, $240, $250 billion, and 
then, then the real problem. We have 
been told we are going to have health 
care reform this year. 

Mr. Speaker, the President has stood 
in this very body, in this Chamber, and 
said that he will veto anything except 
certain proposals. CBO has given us a 
cost estimate on the one proposal so 
far that we know he is not going to 
veto, the Clinton plan. It is $130 billion. 
Mr. Speaker, we have two long days of 
thoughtful discussion ahead of us. 
There are strong feelings on all sides
and legitimate and deep-seated philo
sophical differences exist that do not 

Rule number date reported Rule type 

necessarily run along partisan lines. 
While I am glad that we will have an 
opportunity to hear five very different 
visions of where our budget priorities 
should lie-I wish we could have opened 
the process up completely. For that 
reason, I oppose this rule. 

D 1040 
Mr. Speaker, I include the following 

material at the end of my remarks: 
ROLLCALL VOTES IN THE RULES COMMITTEE ON 

AMENDMENTS TO THE PROPOSED RULE ON 
HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 218, BUDG
ET RESOLUTION FOR FISCAL YEARS 199fr.1999 
1. Burton (IN)---Substitute. Making each 

aggregate and functional total equal to fis
cal year 1994 level plus 2 percent. Intended to 
reduce federal spending by $795.6 billion over 
5 years. Directs 16 committees to report rec
onciliation. 

Vote (defeated 4-5): Yea&-Solomon, Quil
len, Dreier, Goss. Nay&-Derrick. Beilenson, 
Frost, Hall, Slaughter. Not voting: Moakley , 
Bonior, Wheat, Gordon. 

2. Schaefer (CO)---Si.lbstitute. Provides $550 
billion in spending cuts over the next 5 
years. 

Vote (defeated 4-5): Yea&-Solomon, Quil
len, Dreier, Goss. Nay&-Derrick, Beilenson. 
Frost, Hall, Slaughter. Not voting: Moakley, 
Bonior, Wheat, Gordon. 

3. Talent (MO)---Amendment to increase 
defense (function 050) by over $19 billion over 
5 years, with offsetting cuts in general gov
ernment (function 800). 

Vote (defeated 4-6): Yea&-Solomon. Quil
len, Dreier, Goss. Nay&-Moakley, Derrick, 
Beilenson, Frost, Hall, Slaughter. Not vot
ing: Bonior, Wheat. Gordon. 

4. Bentley (MD)---Amendment that directs 
each aggregate and functional total be 
changed to the fiscal year 1994 level plus 2 
percent. Intended to reduce Federal spending 
below baseline spending levels by $795.6 bil
lion over 5 years. Also directs the Committee 
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ted 

of the Whole to report to the House a rec
onciliation bill reducing expenditures by 
$34.019 billion. 

Vote (defeated 4-6): Yea&-Solomon, Quil
len, Dreier, Goss. Nay&-Moakley, Derrick. 
Beilenson, Frost, Hall, Slaughter. Not vot
ing: Bonior, Wheat, Gordon. 

5. Eliminate King-of-the-Hill procedure 
and provide substitute adopted with most fa
vorable votes reported back to the House. 

Vote (defeated 4-6): Yea&-Solomon, Quil
len, Dreier, Goss. Nay&-Moakley, Derrick, 
Beilenson, Frost, Hall, Slaughter. Not vot
ing: Bonior, Wheat, Gordon. 

6. Adoption of Rule--
Vote (adopted 6-4): Yea&-Moakley, Der

rick, Beilenson, Frost, Hall, Slaughter. 
Nay&-Solomon, Quillen, Dreier. Goss. Not 
voting: Bonior, Wheat, Gorden. 

OPEN VERSUS RESTRICTIVE RULES 95TH-103D CONG. 

Open rules Restrictive 

Total rules rules 
Congress (years) granted 1 Num- Per-

ber cent2 Num- Per-
ber cent 3 

95th (1977-78) . 211 179 85 32 15 
96th (1979-80) . 214 161 75 53 25 
97th (1981-82) 120 90 75 30 25 
98th (1983--84) . 155 105 68 50 32 
99th (1985-86) 115 65 57 50 43 
lOOth (1987- 88) 123 66 54 57 46 
IO!st (1989-90) 104 47 45 57 55 
102d (1991- 92) 109 37 34 72 66 
103d (1993- 94) 58 12 21 46 79 

1 Total rules counted are all order of business resolutions reported from 
the Rules Committee which provide for the initial consideration of legisla
tion, except rules on appropriations bills which only waive points of order. 
Original jurisdiction measures reported as privileged are also not counted. 

2 Open rules are those which permit any Member to offer any germane 
amendment to a measure so long as it is otherwise in compliance with the 
rules of the House. The parenthetical percentages are open rules as a per
cent of total rules granted. 

3 Restrictive rules are those which limit the number of amendments which 
can be offered, and include so-called modified open and modified closed 
rules, as well as completely closed rule, and rules providing for consider
ation in the House as opposed to the Committee of the Whole. The par
enthetical percentages are restrictive rules as a percent of total rules grant
ed. 

Sources: "Rules Committee Calendars & Surveys of Activities, " 95th-102d 
Cong.; "Notices of Act ion Taken," Committee on Rules, 103d Cong., through 
Mar. 10, 1994. 

Amendments allowed Disposition of rule and date 

H. Res. 58, Feb. 2, 1993 . MC H.R. l: Family and medical leave ............ .. .... . ... .. .... ......... 30 {0-5; R-25) ... . 
19 (0-1; R-18) . 

3 (D-0: R-3) . .... .. ............. ... ...... ..... PO: 246-176. A: 259-164. (Feb. 3, 1993). 
H. Res. 59, Feb. 3, 1993 ...... MC 
H. Res. 103, Feb. 23, 1993 .. C 
H. Res. 106, Mar. 2, 1993 . MC 
H. Res. 119, Mar. 9, 1993 MC 
H. Res. 132, Mar. 17, 1993 MC 
H. Res. 133, Mar. 17, 1993 MC 
H. Res. 138, Mar. 23, 1993 MC 
H. Res. 147, Mar. 31, 1993 C 
H. Res. 149 Apr. 1, 1993 MC 
H. Res. 164, May 4, 1993 0 
H. Res. 171, May 18, 1993 0 
H. Res. 172, May 18, 1993 O 
H. Res. 173 May 18, 1993 MC 
H. Res. 183, May 25, 1993 O 
H. Res. 186, May 27, 1993 . MC 
H. Res. 192, June 9, 1993 MC 
H. Res. 193, June JO, 1993 0 
H. Res. 195, June 14, 1993 MC 
H. Res. 197, June 15, 1993 MO 
Ii. Res. 199, June 16, 1993 C 
H. Res. 200, June 16, 1993 .. MC 
H. Res. 201, June 17, 1993 .. 0 
H. Res. 203, June 22, 1993 MO 
H. Res. 206, June 23, 1993 0 
H. Res. 217, July 14, 1993 MO 
H. Res. 220, July 21 , 1993 MC 
H. Res. 226, July 23, 1993 .. ... ....... .. ....... MC 
H. Res. 229, July 28, 1993 MO 
H. Res. 230, July 28, 1993 0 
H. Res. 246, Aug. 6, 1993 MO 
H. Res. 248, Sept. 9, 1993 MO 
H. Res. 250, Sept. 13, 1993 MC 
H. Res. 254, Sept. 22, 1993 MO 
H. Res. 262, Sept. 28, 1993 0 
H. Res. 264, Sept. 28, 1993 MC 
H. Res. 265, Sept. 29, 1993 . MC 
H. Res. 269, Oct. 6, 1993 MO 
H. Res. 273, Oct. 12, 1993 . MC 
H. Res. 274, Oct. 12, 1993 MC 
H. Res. 282, Oct. 20, 1993 C 
H. Res. 286, Oct. 27, 1993 . O 
H. Res. 287, Oct. 27, 1993 . c 

H.R. 2: National Voter Registration Act ... .. 
H.R. 920: Unemployment compensation ...... ..... . 
H.R. 20: Hatch Act amendments 
H.R. 4: NIH Revitalization Act of 1993 ....... . ... . 
H.R. 1335: Emergency supplemental Appropriations .. 
H. Con. Res. 64: Budget resolution . . .. ............. .. 
H.R. 670: Family planning amendments ................. . 

7 (0-2; R-5) ....... .. 
9 (0-1; R-8) .... .. 
13 (d-4; R-9) 
37 (D-8; R-29) 
14 (0-2: R-12) .. . 
20 (D-8; R-12) 

H.R. 1430: Increase Public debt limit ..... .. ...... . ... ... .. ... 6 (D-1; R-5) .... .. . 
H.R. 1578: Expedited Rescission Act of 1993 . ... .......... ....... ......... 8 (D- 1; R-7) .. . . 
H.R. 820: Nate Competitiveness Act .... . 
H.R. 873: Gallatin Range Act of 1993 ... .. . 
H.R. 1159: Passenger Vessel Safety Act ...... .. 
SJ. Res. 45: United States forces in Somalia . 
H.R. 2244: 2d supplemental appropriations ..... .. 
H.R. 2264: Omnibus budget reconciliation ... . 
H.R. 2348: Legislative branch appropriations 
H.R. 2200: NASA authorization ...... .. .......... .. .......... . 
H.R. 5: Striker replacement ........ ... .... .. .. ... ... ..... .... ....... . 
H.R. 2333: State Department. H.R. 2404: Foreign aid . 
H.R. 1876: Ext. of "Fast Track" ........................ .... . 
H.R. 2295: Foreign operations appropriations 
H.R. 2403: Treasury-postal appropriations 
H.R. 2445: Energy and Water appropriations 
H.R. 2150: Coast Guard authorization ....... . 
H.R. 2010: National Service Trust Act .. ....... . 
H.R. 2667: Disaster assistance supplemental 
H.R. 2667: Disaster assistance supplemental ............. . 
H.R. 2330: Intelligence Authority Act , fiscal year 1994 
H.R. 1964: Maritime Administration authority 
H.R. 2401: National Defense authority ..... 
H.R. 2401 : National defense authorization .. ................... ... . 
H.R. 1340: RTC Completion Act ..... ...... .. ... .. .................... ...... . 
H.R. 2401 : National Defense authorization . 
H.R. 1845: National Biological Survey Act .......................... . 
H.R. 2351 : Arts, humanities, museums .......................... .. 
H.R. 3167: Unemployment compensation amendments ..... . 
H.R. 2739: Aviation infrastructure investment .......... . 
H.R. 3167: Unemployment compensation amendments 
H.R. 1804: Goals 2000 Educate America Act ...... ............... .... ......... .. 
HJ Res. 281 : Continuing appropriations through Oct. 28, 1993 ... .. 
H.R. 334: Lumbee Recognition Act ........... ...... .. 
HJ Res. 283: Continuing appropriations resolution ....................... .. 

NA 
NA .. .. 
NA ...... .. 
6 (0-1; R- 5) 
NA ... ............. . 
51 (0-19; R- 32) .. . . 
50 (D-6; R-44) .. 
NA ............................ . 
7 (D-4; R-3) ....... .. 
53 (D-20; R-33) .. 
NA .......... .. ........ ....... .. . 
33 (D-11 ; R-22) .. .. 
NA . 
NA . 
NA .... 
NA .. 
14 (D-8; R-6) .. .. ..... .. . 
15 (D-8; R-7) .......... .. 
NA .. ....... . 
NA ................ .. ... .. ... .. .. . 
149 (0-109; R-40) ... . 

ff('~3;· R-9) 

NA ..... . 
7 (D-0; R-7) 
3 (D-1 ; R-2) 
NIA .............. . 
3 (D- 1; R-2) ...... .... ... . 
15 (D- 7; R-7; 1-1) . 
NIA .. . 
NIA ............. . 
1 (D-0; R-0) 

I (D-0; R- 1) ... .... .. ..... . PO: 248--171. A: 249-170. (Feb. 4, 1993). 
0 (D-0; R-0) ...... PO: 243-172. A: 237-178. (Feb. 24, 1993). 
3 (D-0; R-3) PO: 248--166. A: 249-163. (Mar. 3, 1993). 
8 (0-3; R- 5) ....................... PO: 247-170. A: 248-170. (Mar. 10, 1993). 
!(not submitted) (D-1; R-0) ........... A: 240-185. (Mar. 18, 1993). 
4 (1-D not submitted) (D-2; R- 2) . PO: 250-172. A: 251-172. (Mar. 18, 1993). 
9 (D-4; R-5) PO: 252-164. A: 247-169. (Mar. 24, 1993). 
0 (D-0; R-0) . ........... ......... .. ....... PO: 244-168. A: 242-170. (Apr. 1, 1993). 
3 (D-1 ; R-2) .. . ........ ................ A: 212-208. (Apr. 28, 1993). 
NA ....... A: Voice Vote. (May 5, 1993). 
NA .. .. ......................... A: Voice Vote. (May 20, 1993). 
NA .... .... ... .. ... ............... A: 308-0 (May 24, 1993). 
6 (0-1; R-5) .......................... A: Voice Vote (May 20, 1993) 
NA ..................... A: 251-174. (May 26, 1993). 
8 (0-7; R-1) .. PO: 252-178. A: 236-194 (May 27, 1993). 
6 (0-3; R-3) ..... PO: 240-177. A: 226-185. (June 10, 1993). 
NA . ..... .. .. .. .............. ........ A: Voice Vote. Uune 14, 1993). 
2 (0-1 ; R-1) .... A: 244-176 .. (June 15, 1993). 
27 (0-12; R-15) A: 294-129. (June 16, 1993). 
NA .............. A: Voice Vote. Uune 22, 1993). 
5 {0-1 ; R-4) A: 263-160. (June 17, 1993). 
NA . A: Voice Vote. (June 17, 1993). 
NA ..... ... .......... ... .. ......... A: Voice Vote. (June 23, 1993). 
NA .... A: 401-0. (July 30, 1993). 
NA A: 261-164. (July 21, 1993). 
2 (D-2; R-0) ......................... PO: 245-178. F: 205-216. (July 22, 1993). 
2 (D-2; R-0) A: 224-205. (July 27, 1993). 
NA A: Voice Vote. (Aug. 3, 1993). 
NA .......................... A: Voice Vote. (July 29, 1993). 

.................. ....... A: 246-172. (Sept. 8, 1993). 

i. (D~ l ; R-Ol ........ ........ ........ .. ........ ~'.d~~i~t\A(s~~ti~~-l~~Tit. 13
' 

1993
). 

91 (D-67; R-24) .. A: 241-182. (Sept. 28, 1993). 
NA A: 238--188 {10/06/93). 
3 (D-0; R- 3) .. ......... PO: 240-185. A: 225-195. (Oct. 14, 1993). 
2 (D- 1; R-1) A: 239-150. (Oct. 15, 1993). 
NIA ... .... .. ................... A: Voice Vote. (Oct. 7, 1993). 
2 (0-1 ; R- 1) ... PO: 235-187. F: 149-254. (Oct. 14, 1993). 
10 {0- 7; R- 3) ......................... A: Voice Vote. (Oct. 13, 1993). 
NIA ... ....... A: Voice Vote. (Oct. 21 , 1993). 
NIA ............... A: Voice Vote. (Oct. 28. 1993). 
0 ........................ A: 252-170. (Oct. 28, 1993). 
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H. Res. 289, Oct. 28, 1993 .. 
H. Res. 293, Nov. 4, 1993 

0 
MC 
MO 
MC 
0 
c 
MC 
MC 
MC 
c 
MC 
MC 
MC 
MC 
MC 
MO 
MC 

H.R. 2151 : Maritime Security Act of 1993 NIA NIA .... .... ................. . A: Voice Vote. (Nov. 3, 1993). 
H. Con. Res. 170: Troop withdrawal Somalia 
H.R. 1036: Employee Ret irement Act- 1993 ..... 
H.R. 1025: Brady handgun bill . 

NIA ................... . NIA . A: 390-8. (Nov. 8, 1993). 
H. Res. 299, Nov. 8, 1993 2 {D-1 ; R-1) ... . NIA ...... ................ A: Voice Vote. (Nov. 9, 1993). 
H. Res. 302, Nov. 9, 1993 17 {D-6; R-11) .. 4 (D-1 ; R- 3) . ......... A: 238-182. (Nov. 10, 1993). 
H. Res. 303, Nov. 9, 1993 ... ...... . H.R. 322: Mineral exploration ............................ . NIA ........ . N/A ........................ .. ..... ... .. .. .. ... ...... A: Voice Vote. (Nov. 16, 1993). 
H. Res. 304, Nov. 9, 1993 HJ. Res. 288: Further CR, FY 1994 ............ . NIA ... .... .......... . NIA .... ... .. .. .... .... ..... ... ........ . 
H. Res. 312, Nov. 17, 1993 H.R. 3425: EPA Cabinet Status ......... ... .......... ... ...... .. ..... . 27 {D-8; R-19) 9 (D-1 ; R~) F: 191- 227. (Feb. 2, 1994). 

A: 233-192. {Nov. 18, 1993). 
A: 238-179. (Nov. 19, 1993). 
A: 252-172. (Nov. 20, 1993). 
A: 220-207. (Nov. 21. 1993). 
A: 247- 183. (Nov. 22, 1993). 

H. Res. 313, Nov. 17, 1993 H.R. 796: Freedom Access to Clinics 15 {D-9; R-6) ..... . 4 (D-1 ; R-3) ... . 
H. Res. 314, Nov. 17, 1993 H.R. 3351 : Alt Methods Young Offenders ... . 21 {D-7; R- 14) ... . 6 (D-3; R-3) ....... .. .. ................ . 
H. Res. 316, Nov. 19, 1993 . H.R. 51: D.C. statehood bill . . .......................... .......................... . 1 (0-1 ; R- 0) .. NIA .......... . . .... .. ..... ...................... . 
H. Res. 319, Nov. 20, 1993 H.R. 3: Campaign Finance Reform ........................ . 35 {D-6; R- 29) .. 

34 {D-15; R-19) 
1 (D-0; R- 1) ................................ .. . 

H. Res. 320, Nov. 20, 1993 H.R. 3400: Reinventing Government ............... ................... .... . 3 (D-3; R-0) 
H. Res. 336, Feb. 2, 1994 
H. Res. 352, Feb. 8, 1994 .. . 
H. Res. 357, Feb. 9, 1994 . 
H. Res. 366, Feb. 23, 1994 . 
H. Res. 384, Mar. 9, 1994 .. . 

H.R. 3759: Emergency Supplemental Appropriations 
H.R. 811 : Independent Counsel Act ...... . 

14 {D-8; R-5; 1- ll ... 
27 {D-8; R- 19) ..... 

5 (0-3; R-2) . 
10 (D-4 ; R-6) .. 

PO: 244- 168. A: 342-65. {Feb. 3, 1994). 
PO: 249--174. A: 242-174. (Feb. 9, 1994). 
A: VV (Feb. 10, 1994). H.R. 3345: Federal Workforce Restructuring .. . 3 (D-2; R- 1) .. 2 (D-2; R-0) ... .. . 

H.R. 6: Improving America's Schools ...................... . NA ............... . NA ............................. . A: VV (Feb. 24, 1994). 
H. Con. Res. 218: Budget Resolution FY 1995-99 .. 14 (D-5; R-9) .. 5 (D-3; R- 2) 

Note.-Code: C-Closed; MC-Modified closed; MO-Modified open; 0-0pen; 0-Democrat; R-Republican; PO: Previous question; A-Adopted; F-Fa iled. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur
poses of debate only, I yield 5 minutes 
to the distinguished gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT]. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I sup
port the rule, but I will oppose the 
budget. I mean no offense to the Demo
crats. I will also oppose the Republican 
version of the budget. I think both the 
Democratic and Republican versions 
are misguided, and I want to disasso
ciate myself from both of them, for the 
following reasons: 

There are some good things in the 
Democratic budget, there are some 
good things in the Republican budget, 
but the truth is that we keep and con
tinue on with the same economic pro
gram in America and we are rearrang
ing the deck chairs with all these tax 
manipulations. I 

The truth is that we have got to 
change the way we tax and raise reve
nue in our country. Everybody is talk
ing about spending, and on one is fo
cusing on revenue. 

Here is the way America works, 
Democrats and Republicans both: No. 
1, if you work hard, very hard, you are 
penalized and you are zapped for it. It 
is time to at least look at reducing our 
income taxes with a flat tax on income 
and coupling them with a tax on spend
ing. 

There is a whole second economy 
called The Street that we are subsidiz
ing with prisons that our working peo
ple could benefit from if we would at 
least look at some alternatives. But 
the truth is that no one is talking 
about that. The reason is there is real
ly no difference between Democrats 
and Republicans. 

I listen to the abortion rap, I listen 
to the gun rap and the death penalty 
business, but when it comes to taxes 
and trade and the way we do business, 
there is not one bit of difference here, 
and no one is reading the frustration of 
the American people. No one is even 
analyzing that frustration, and it is 
there. The American people are simply 
taxed off. 

Here is where we go: We are now 
going forward against the rich again. 
We are going to hit the rich. 

We are moving in to class wars in this 
country. We have already chased the 
rich people's factories and their jobs 
out of the country. I say, "Now, watch, 
Congress, that you don't chase their 
money and their savings out of this 
country." 

We should be incentivizing the Tax 
Code so the rich people would be put
ting their money in to America in the 
form of investments and hiring Amer
ican workers. We are not doing that. 

For all of those who are looking at 
these rosy pictures, I would point out 
that individual personal income 
dropped three-tenths of 1 percent in the 
last quarter while individual spending 
and borrowing raised one-half of 1 per
cent. That is not wages, I say to the 
Congress. It is debt, individual debt, 
business debt, national debt, and the 
truth is that we are doing nothing. 
Democrats and Republicans both are 
doing absolutely nothing. We are not 
even studying an alternative to the 
way we tax in our own country. 

I want to close out and basically ask 
this: Why would you invest in America 
with the IRS and Social Security down 
your throats, with Workman's Com
pensation and Unemployment Com
pensation, EPA, OSHA, banking regu
lations, and security regulations? 

I say, " Folks, what are we doing?" 
What is the cost of wages in our coun
try? Why have we driven our people 
out? It is not because they are not pa
triots. Congress continues to develop 
budgets here that rearrange those deck 
chairs by adding another wrinkle to 
another 5-year bill. 

I am trying to figure this out: Is this 
the year of the Clinton 5-year bill, or is 
this the first of another 5-year deal 
Congress is bringing up? 

Where is Gramm-Rudman that was 
supposed to balance the budget in 1991? 
It started at $200 billion in 1986. It was 
$320 billion in 1991. It is not working, I 
say to the Congress. The American peo
ple know it is not working, and it is 
Democrats and Republicans who are 
going to argue about some fine print in 
their different versions, but there is 
not a damn bit of difference in either 
budget from either party. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to disassociate 
myself from it. I appreciate the Presi-

dent's action in taking some of the 
steps he has taken. I would hope that 
he would not have fallen into the same 
team of Washington, DC, advisers that 
have grabbed the last five Presidents. 
To tell you the truth, · I do not know 
what is in the White House anymore. 
Democrat or Republican, it makes no 
difference. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Colorado [Mr. SCHAEFER]. 

Mr. SCHAEFER. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding this 
time to me. I rise today in opposition 
to this rule. 

President Clinton may be content 
with a deficit of only $170 billion next 
year, but taxpayers are not. To put this 
Government on the path toward a bal
anced budget, I offered a substitute 
amendment to the budget resolution 
that orders another round of deficit re
duction under a reconciliation process. 
That substitute was not made in order, 
and I will oppose this restrictive rule . 

The Schaefer substitute ordered 
House committees must find $560 bil
lion in savings over the next 5 years-
without tax increases. 

Best of all, the reconciliation bill is 
already written, in the form of H.R. 
3958, The Fiscal Responsibility Act of 
1994. This bipartisan package of 150 
spending cuts, which I introduced last 
week, specifies line-by-line, program
by-program, how to achieve the savings 
required by the Schaefer budget sub
stitute. 

Although my substitute was turned 
down, I urge my colleagues to take a 
hard look at my bill, on which the sub
stitute was based. The Fiscal Respon
sibility Act is the only bill before Con
gress that provides the details nec
essary tQ finally stem the flood of red 
ink from the U.S. Treasury. 

Mr. Speaker, I do support the Solo
mon approach which is near the Penny
Schaefer substitute, and I think it is 
probably the only way to go at this 
point in time. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the Members 
for all the hard work they have done on 
this legislation. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purposes of debate only, I yield 2 min-
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utes to the gentleman from New Mex
ico [Mr. RICHARDSON], the distinguished 
deputy majority whip. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding this 
time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, a year ago our friends 
on the other side were predicting eco
nomic disaster if we passed the budget 
resolution. Alan Greenspan, the Chair
man of the Federal Reserve Board, re
cently commented that we are seeing 
the best economic outlook we have 
seen in decades. 

The fact is that because of the budget 
resolution we passed last year, the 
economy is growing all the way from 
Wall Street to main street. 

This budget is a tough budget. It cuts 
the deficit to $171 billion, the lowest 
figure we have seen in 5 years. 

D 1050 
It continues the successful spending 

cuts of the Committee on the Budget 
last year, cutting more than the Presi
dent did, initiates over 100 Federal pro
grams being killed and 200 others dras
tically reduced. 

Discretionary spending in 1995 is 
below last year's dollar level, and total 
Federal spending is at its lowest level 
in 15 years. At the same time, we are 
investing in people; $13.6 billion of the 
President's $14 billion request for new 
initiatives are in education, training, 
research and development, infrastruc
ture, health, and human services. 

The reason that we are not having 
such a heated debate, watched by ev
erybody in the world, is because the 
economy is in good shape, and this 
budget resolution is another step in the 
right direction. 

Mr. Speaker, we have a budget reso
lution that reduces the deficit at a 
time when the economy is growing, 2 
million jobs created in 1993, 70 percent 
more private sector jobs in 1 year than 
were created in the previous 4 years. 
Unemployment is way down. The defi
cit is down. Interest rates are at a 25-
year low, and as a result, 5 million 
Americans have been able to refinance 
their home. 

Mr. Speaker, let us pass this budget 
to continue this economic growth in 
this country. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania [Mr. GEKAS]. 

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, a long time ago the 
Congress passed a statute to bind itself 
on a fiscal year to complete its appro
priations by September 30 of every 
year. That is the law. Congress passed 
the law against itself to bind itself. Al
most every year since I have been here, 
at least 9 years out of the 12 that I 
have been here, we have failed to meet 
that deadline. So what does the Con
gress resort to to try to continue its 

business? It forms a continuing resolu
tion, a temporary set of appropria
tions, until the time that the final ap
propriations can be passed. 

Well, that has caused a lot of mis
chief. No. 1, it permits the people who 
control the budget, the appropriators, 
to favor certain projects and to slip in 
certain appropriations that we never 
had contemplated in the original con
sideration of the bills. Mischief. 

No. 2, it has permitted 9 times in the 
last 12, it has allowed, the Federal Gov
ernment to come to a halt. That is, 
there was an absence of Government in 
our country for given periods of time 
during the after September 30 period 
until a new budget was allowed. 

Worst of all, this occurred one time 
when our Armed Forces were amassing 
in Saudi Arabia during Desert Shield in 
1990. Here we were, our young fellow 
Americans were all poised for the big 
battle that was to come in Desert 
Storm, all ready with their weapons, 
and the Government of the United 
States shut down because the Congress 
did not pass the appropriations to 
make the Government run. 

Now, that is outlandish, outrageous, 
and an abdication of the duty of the 
Congress to the Armed Forces and to 
the entire country. 

What have we done since then? I have 
introduced time and time again a bill 
that would call for instant replay. That 
is to say that on October 1, if appro
priations bills have not been passed by 
the deadline, midnight of September 
30, then on October 1, it would be an in
stant replay, an instant adoption, 
automatic adoption, of last year's ap-
propriations. . 

This would guarantee a continuum of 
appropriations until the Congress is 
ready to act on the full appropriations. 
And what is even better, it will prevent 
forever the Government from shutting 
down, which is an outrage and an in
sult to the American people. 

Mr. Speaker, this is not a scheme on 
my part which has no support. The 
GAO, in its report on this very same 
cycle of failure to meet the September 
30 deadline, issued the report which 
came to every Member, and, lo and be
hold, to the great satisfaction of my 
ego, they mentioned in a footnote that 
my bill was introduced that could go a 
long way in curing this malady of our 
budget process. 

Now again, this year I presented it to 
the Committee on Rules, a sense of the 
Congress to do exactly that same 
thing, and I was smacked in the face 
again. But I am going to get up from 
my floor position and fight again when
ever I can. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur
poses of debate only, I yield 5 minutes 
to the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
ROEMER]. 

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I think it was the poet 
Shelly that said that children need to 

believe in belief. And I think what that 
means is that our children in America 
need to be able to believe in their 
dreams. They need to be able to believe 
in childhood. They need to be able to 
believe in that elf that whispers in 
their ear and talks about Santa Claus, 
or the beauty of being what ever you 
want to be when you grow up. 

It is too often times in the America 
of today that we see here in Washing
ton, DC, where young people are shoot
ing each other in the streets, and now 
in the schools, that our children do not 
have this opportunity to dream. They 
do not have the opportunity to believe 
in belief, and they never are children. 

I went before the Committee on 
Rules yesterday to propose what I 
thought was a reasonable amendment 
to the budget, because the budget is 
the appropriate place to do this. And 
my amendment would have done two 
things: It would have cut the intel
ligence budget by 5 percent over 5 
years, and eliminated the D5 Trident 
missile program, accumulating to 
about $11.8 billion in cuts, and taken 
that $11.8 billion and put it into a Chil
dren's Initiative for America, another 
CIA. 

Mr. Speaker, I believed putting this 
money in initiatives for children, like 
the Women, Infants, and Children 
[WIC] Program, the immunization pro
gram for children, the Head Start Pro
gram for children, would begin to give 
so many of these children in America 
this opportunity to live the kind of life 
and to fulfill the kind of dreams that 
we think the American dream is about. 
That is the opportunity to do better 
than our parents did. 

Mr. Speaker, that amendment was 
not agreed to, and I am disappointed. I 
also thought there was precedent for 
that amendment to be agreed to by the 
Committee on Rules 

In 1989 the Committee on Rules al
lowed an amendment offered by the 
gentleman from California, Mr. Pa
netta, now our OMB Director, to offset 
money, to put more money toward the 
veterans services. In 1991 the Commit
tee on Rules allowecl an amendment by 
Mr. FORD to offset with cuts roughly a 
$400 million increase in the education 
account, a function 500 account. And I 
am hopeful that we will begin to get 
more and more of a groundswell. Mr. 
Raspberry in a column in the Washing
ton Post said that we need a children's 
movement, a children's crusade. We 
need a groundswell of Members in Con
gress to get these kinds of amendments 
put before this distinguished body, so 
that we can invest in our most precious 
human resources, our children. 

Mr. Speaker, while I am disappointed 
that this amendment was not allowed 
by the Committee on Rules, I do have 
to say that the gentleman from Min
nesota, Mr. SABO, working very closely 
with President Clinton, has come up 
with a very good budget, I think a 
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budget that will increase, although I 
would like to see it increase even more, 
funding in programs such as WIC, Head 
Start, and children's immunizations. I 
think the gentleman from Minnesota 
[Mr. SABO] has done yeoman's work on 
the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. SABO] has worked very 
closely with the Olin ton adminis tra
tion on a host of goals, and done a very 
very good job with a very very arduous 
task. 

In that light, I intend to support the 
rule. I intend to work with the gen
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. SABO] on 
the appropriations and authorization 
bills, to try to achieve what my amend
ment would have achieved on the budg
et resolution. And I look forward to 
more members working through the 
children's working group that I have 
established here in Congress to try to 
get more attention paid to these 
amendments. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the Committee 
on Rules .and thank the distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget, and look forward to voting for 
this rule and working on a budget that 
is in the best interest of American and 
the best interests of our children of 
America. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes and 30 seconds to the distin
guished gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
TALENT] . 

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the distinguished gentleman for yield
ing time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I understand the need 
to order debate to foreclose issues 
when we are discussing a broad budget 
like this, issues which may be particu
lar to a particular district, which may 
be particularly political or partisan in 
nature. That is why I understand the 
need for the Committee on Rules to ex
ercise some control over this whole 
process. 

The Committee on Rules ought not 
to be used, however, to foreclose issues 
which are national in nature, while 
cannot be discussed realistically at any 
other point, and which are not political 
or partisan. I think that has happened 
with this rule. 

It is the reason I will oppose it, be
cause we are not going to be able to 
fully debate a very vital issue. That is 
the question of how much this country 
is going to spend on national defense 
this year. 

Mr. Speaker, it is important to out
line what has happened in the last few 
years. Many Members are not aware of 
it. Many members of the public are not 
aware of it. Defense spending has been 
reduced in this country by 35 percent 
in real terms since 1986, at the same 
time as domestic spending has gone up 
by over 30 percent, at the same time as 
the need for greater conventional 
power has increased and not decreased 
as a result of the collapse of the Soviet 
Union. 

The bipolar nature of the world up 
through about the late eighties sup
pressed conventional kinds of conflicts. 
We would not have had a Desert Storm 
10 years ago. Because there were two 
major powers standing off against each 
other with nuclear weapons, it was 
very unlikely that those kind of re
gional conflicts would emerge or at 
least would emerge to that kind of an 
extent. So we are in more serious dan
ger of conventional conflicts than we 
used to be at the same time as defense 
spending has been decreasing. 

The result of that is the hollowing 
out of America's defenses, which I have 
reported on to the Congress in a num
ber of special orders. 

My amendment targeted this by tak
ing $20 billion over the next 5 years in 
the budget resolution from overhead, 
from the legislative budget, from exec
utive overhead, and putting it into na
tional defense and addressing two of 
the worst areas in which we are 
hollowing out. One of them is pay. 

As we reduce defense forces , we have 
got to have high-quality people. The 
only way to do that is pay them what 
we need to pay in order to get good
quali ty people on the forces . We are 
projecting now 1.6-percent pay in
creases, which is substantially . below 
inflation, below the formula that this 
Congress had set for pay increases in 
the past. 

My amendment would have raised it 
to 2.6 percent or restored what we had 
been doing in the past. 

The other crucial area is moderniza
tion. As you reduce the number of 
troops you have in the Army, it is es
sential, there is a consensus on this, 
that each soldier be able to protect 
himself better and to pack more fire
power. We cannot afford either in 
terms of the lives of our people or the 
objectives of the country to be losing 
one person for every person that the 
enemy may lose in the event of battle . 
To do that, you have to have mod
ernization. 

The Army's budget for modernization 
was cut 25 percent last year alone for 
the next 5 years. It was cut 25 percent 
in 1 year. My amendment would have 
restored $10 billion approximately over 
the next 5 years which is the minimum 
amount necessary. 

Mr. Speaker, the only way to con
sider this defense issue without getting 
tied up in all the other issues and all 
the partisan politics is to have a dis
crete amendment doing nothing to the 
committee's budget but taking some 
money from a domestic spending area 
and putting it into defense. If we can
not do it in that context, the House 
will never have a chance to express an 
opinion on it in the course of debating 
the budget resolution. And this is the 
only time we can, because as the Mem
bers are aware, if we do not change the 
budget caps during the budget resolu
tion, budget resolution process, we can-

not do anything when we debate the 
actual authorization or appropriation 
bill later on. 

Mr. Speaker, the primary responsibil
ity of the Government is to raise and 
fund the national defense and protect 
the lives of our soldiers and the secu
rity of our people. I urge the House to 
defeat the rule so we can consider an 
amendment that would put that issue 
before the House. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur
poses of debate only, I yield 2 minutes 
to the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
SABO], the distinguished chairman of 
the Committee on the Budget. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding time to me. 

I rise to commend him for this rule. 
It is a fair rule. It allows a variety of 
alternatives to be considered and de
bated by this Congress. 

But more importantly, I would like 
to say to the gentleman from South 
Carolina how much I and the whole 
House are going to miss him. The work 
he does on the Committee on Rules is 
going to be missed. The work he does 
as an individual member representing 
his district, it is going to be missed. 

The work he does as a whip is going 
to be missed. He is truly one of the 
Members of this Congress that will 
leave a big hole, and all of us deeply 
appreciate the thoughtfulness which he 
brings and has brought to public serv
ice. We look forward to working with 
him for the balance of the year and 
wish him well in the future. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Virginia [Mr. BATEMAN]. 

Mr. BATEMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding the time to 
me. 

Mr. Speak er, this will be the 12th 
year in which I have had a very modest 
role in the deliberations on a budget 
resolution, and this year is no excep
tion. I have not met a budget resolu
tion I like. I do not like all or any of 
the alternatives presented, but the fact 
of the matter is, we must, of course, 
under our budgetary procedures, have a 
budget resolution. 

I rise today to express my concern 
primarily over the failure of the Com
mittee on Rules to have made in order 
an amendment, which I presented to 
them, which would have allowed to be 
considered an amendment to the Re
publican budget resolution alternative, 
which would have restored funding for 
the Federal Impact Aid to Education 
Program, a program vitally important 
to my district, but also important to 
perhaps 100 or more other districts 
throughout America. 

Federal Impact Aid to Education is 
critically important to the financial 
viability of education systems in nu
merous school districts within my dis
trict in Virginia, as it is to many oth
ers that have a significant Federal im
pact. 
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It is a program where the Federal 

Government is doing something which 
it is only right and appropriate that 
they do in absorbing the impact of the 
present Federal activities which de
tract from the tax base and resources 
of local communities with which to 
support the educational system that 
provides the educational services to 
Federal, military, and civilian employ
ees. 

I think it is a serious mistake not to 
have permitted consideration of an 
amendment that has that broad a 
sweep. 

In the budget resolutions that come 
before us, I am going to be supporting 
the Republican alternative, not be
cause I like all that is in it. There is 
much in it I do not like. My under
standing of a budget resolution is that 
it sets parameters. It makes assump
tions as to programmatic activity, but 
it does not legislate programmatic con
clusions. 

Consequently, I find myself able to 
support the Republican alternative be
cause I think its major thrust is the 
soundest of all the alternatives before 
us. It would have been better had we 
been able to modify some of its provi
sions rather than having to appear to 
be giving an imprimatur to all aspects 
of it, when there are significant parts 
of it which could be improved by modi
fication or even some elimination. 

I regret very much not to be able to 
support this rule, and I understand the 
difficulty of the Committee on Rules in 
a totally open rule on a budget resolu
tion. But certainly, there are very sig
nificant amendments that members 
have chosen to offer, wanted to offer, 
but this rule permits them from doing 
so. I think, therefore, it is dificient. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the distin
guished gentleman from greater down
town metJ;'opolitan San Dimas, CA [Mr. 
DREIER]. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my friend, the gentleman from Sanibel, 
FL, for yielding time to me. 

I guess on our side, we are going to 
have Committee on Rules' members 
sort of wrapping things up. So I will 
try not to take all of the remaining 
time of the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. SOLOMON]. 

Let me say that we are opposing this 
rule, Mr. Speaker, for a number of rea
sons. And I would like to focus for just 
a moment on an issue here that we 
have tried to address in the past and 
last night when we were marking this 
rule up. I offered an amendment to try 
and address it. Unfortunately, it was 
defeated. 

We have this marvelous sounding 
provision called the king of the hill 
procedure. The king of the hill proce
dure, based on the structure that we 
have, says that the last amendment 
that passes is the one that actually is 
implemented. It seems to me that that 
is not a real king of the hill procedure. 

When I was a kid, and I know many 
of the rest of my colleagues all played 
that game of king of the hill, it was 
who got to the top of the hill and was 
actually able to survive. 

Unfortunately, we have this king of 
the hill procedure which allows basi
cally a bait and switch. We can cast a 
vote on an item and end up with some
thing else. We can be drawn into a pro
posal and end up with something else. 
Why? Well, we have five substitutes 
that are called for under this rule. 

We have proposals that bring about 
great reductions, the Solomon sub
stitute, the Kasich substitute. 

Every Member here will have an op
portunity to vote for those, making the 
claim that they voted to bring about 
reductions in spending, yet if we end up 
voting for the last substitute, which 
does not bring about the kind of mean
ingful spending cuts that we believe 
are necessary and that the American 
people believe are necessary, those ear
lier votes that they have cast will not 
count. And the last one is the only one 
that counts. 

So, what will Members be able to do. 
They will be able to say yes, of course, 
I voted to bring about those cuts by 
supporting this Solomon effort to be 
specific on measures that should be re
duced. But they will not be account
able for it. 

Mr. Speaker, we should end this king 
of the hill procedure or at least put 
in to place a meaningful king of the hill 
procedure so that substitute, the pro
posal which gets the largest number of 
votes is the one which we actually 
pass. 

Let us defeat this rule, come back 
with a king of the hill procedure which 
is meaningful, and does what we be
lieve should be done and that is bring 
about the accountability that is nee-

. essary, and pass a budget that will be 
acceptable to the American people. I 
thank my friend for yielding. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gentle
woman from Maryland [Mrs. BENTLEY]. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, it is 
spring, it is budget time, and the mi
nority is going to be run over-again. 
The majority suggests this is good. I 
think not. 

Today, America will see the Presi
dent's budget, which includes few cuts 
and many taxes. The Democrats assure 
us that the road to prosperity is paved 
with taxes. 

This is an argument I have never un
derstood: How can you and I be more 
prosperous if the Government takes 
our money? We have less, so how can 
we be more prosperous? 

The majority claims it is time for 
hard choices. I agree, but those choices 
can never be made if they are not 
brought to the floor. 

Mr. BURTON has formulated his freeze 
plus 2 percent solution which would 
balance the budget by the year 2001. 

My plan is similar to Mr. BURTON's
the only real difference being my rec
onciliation language instructs the 
Committee of the Whole to reduce ex
penditures by $34 billion. 

This is a novel approach-permissible 
under the rules. Such an approach 
would give all Members a chance to 
participate in the budgetmaking proc
ess-the only way we can take the 
budget process out of the back rooms 
and onto C-Span for the public to see. 

This is the only time the whole budg
et would be in front of Congress, and 
all Members should be allowed to offer 
their alternatives, to offer specific 
budget cuts. 

But they are not. Instead, Members 
are required to submit a complete 
budget document, one that includes 
CBO projections. 

Such a task is daunting when you 
consider a sample budget is a minimum 
of 60 pages long-each page replete 
with endless line items. 

So what has happened? Most Mem
bers have resigned themselves to spec
tator status because they lack the staff 
to draft such a document. 

Under the Budget Act, any budget 
line item increasing spending must be 
balanced by a corresponding cut from 
someplace else. 

Americans want the merits of honey 
subsidies, highways, and defense de
bated-weighed one against the other. 

Since I first proposed an across-the
board freeze in 1988, I have talked to 
many people from farmers to seniors to 
veterans to Federal workers. They all 
say the same thing: "The budget 
should not be balanced on my back 
alone." All of them have been willing 
to shoulder the burden-if everyone 
else also does. 

Equity, and equity alone, should 
drive the budget talks. 

Vote down the rule, so all Members 
can participate in the debate. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur
poses of debate only, I yield 1 minute 
to the gentlewoman from Florida [Mrs. 
MEEK]. 

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise to commend the chairman and the 
members of the House Committee on 
the Budget for producing a bill of 
which they and this Congress can be 
justifiably proud. 

In an economic and political environ
ment in which nothing large or small is 
attempted without a wary eye toward 
cost, the committee has produced a 
budget measure that embodies the 
same responsible fiscal behavior that 
Americans demanded of last year's 
budget. 

Although this budget resolution dif
fers somewhat from President Clinton's 
original proposal to Congress, it con
tinues the fiscal constraint that was 
reintroduced to Government with last 
year's budget-the first budget of this 
administration. As a result, this pro
posal brings the 1995 Federal deficit 
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down to $175.3 billion, the lowest level 
in 5 years. It is more than $100 billion 
below the projection made by CBO in 
January 1993. 

There is yet another accomplishment 
in this budget proposal for which the 
committee is to be commended. It is a 
difficult accomplishment and one more 
intimate to individual Americans than 
are the arithmetic puzzles offered them 
by Federal number-crunchers. In con
tinuing this administration's precedent 
of well-targeted outlays, this is a very 
human budget as much as it is a Gov
ernment budget. 

The budget presented to us today has 
as its guidance the needs of individuals 
and families. It contains funding for 
emergency food assistance, for badly 
needed mass transit, and for home en
ergy assistance. Although it achieves 
the lowest deficit since 1975 when 
measured against the size of the econ
omy, it funds new initiatives in edu
cation and training, in health and 
human services, in crime control, and 
in community development. This budg
et is geared to continue the rise in em
ployment that Congress and the admin
istration accomplished with the pre
ceding budget. 

The proposal which the House Com
mittee on the Budget has crafted and 
set before us for consideration seeks 
not to further burden American citi
zens, but rather to free them from 
their burdens. 

One of the most loved members of 
this Chamber, the late Speaker Tip 
O'Neil , used to caution that " All poli
tics is local." This budget reflects the 
best kind of local politics. It is a reflec
tion of a Congress that has used as its 
guidance the needs of the people in the 
cities, towns, and counties throughout 
this country. As those people have ar
ticulated their needs to us, so the com
mittee has directed the impact of its 
good fiscal judgment where it will 
most directly meet those needs. 

My congratulations to the members 
of the Budget Committee for their 
skilled accomplishment of a most dif
ficult task. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, my intent here is to 
make a remark, use a little of our 
time, and then yield to the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON] to close 
for the balance. 

Mr. Speaker, all I want to add, to the 
remarks of my colleague from Califor
nia , Mr. DREIER, about the king of the 
hill is this: the trouble with the king of 
the hill is you do not get the best of 
the rest, you have a bunch of losers left 
at the bottom of the hill, and that is 
why we do not like the king of the hill, 
because the best of the rest has some 
good stuff in it. 

And the other point I want to make 
is about the deficit : when we are talk
ing about the ship of state and the defi
cit, we do not want to brag because the 

ship sink sank in 1,000 feet of water 
rather than 120,000 feet of water. The 
point is not to let the ship of state sink 
under the deficit at all. And that is 
why we have to get rid of the deficit. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield the balance of 
my time to the distinguished gen
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON], 
ranking member of the Committee on 
Rules, has an outstanding substitute 
amendment for us. 

Mr. SOLOMON. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding the time. 

Mr. Speaker, even though the rule 
that we are about to vote on does make 
in order my personal balanced budget 
substitute, I do have to oppose the rule 
because, Mr. Speaker, the House again 
is not being allowed to work its will. 

And we had a number of Members of 
Congress, all respectable Members, 
Democrats and Republicans, that came 
before the Rules Committee yesterday, 
with good ideas that ought to be 
brought to the floor of this House. And 
those good ideas are not going to be al
lowed. 

The gentleman from California [Mr. 
CONDIT] was one, the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. ROEMER] was another, and 
on our side of the aisle we have Mrs. 
BENTLEY who has a different approach 
to balancing the budget than I do with 
my specific cuts. Hers would limit line 
item increases to 2 percent. The gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. Goss] has 
talked about the Burton substitute and 
Schaefer's and his own specific cuts, 
and Mr. Speaker, the House is not 
being allowed to work its will and that 
is why we really should defeat this rule 
and let the other credible substitutes 
be brought on the floor so that every 
Member is not discriminated against. 
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Having said all of that, I do want to 

thank the majority for making in order 
our balanced budget which will be 
brought to the floor sometime around 4 
or 5 o'clock this afternoon. 

First of all, I want to urge every 
member on both sides of the aisle to 
vote for the Republican alternative , 
the so-called Kasich budget. It is an 
outstanding budget. It goes a long way 
toward beginning to bring some fiscal 
responsibility into this body. It cuts 
these projected deficits on an annual 
basis considerably more than what the 
Clinton budget does. 

Having said that, also , I would just 
like to say that it is completely com
patible to vote for the Solomon ap
proach as well. And what we do, Mr. 
Speaker, is we, in the year 1999, actu
ally balance the budget. We end up 
with a $2 million surplus, and in the 
year 2000 and 2001 we begin to pay off 
that debt that has just about bank
rupted this great Nation of ours. 

So I would just hope that Members 
come to the floor. We have here a copy 
of the specific cuts. I might just point 
out, Mr. Speaker, you know, most of 

the time when budgets are offered, you 
get something like this, and this is just 
a bunch of functions. It does not really 
mean anything. I would invite every 
Member to come over and look at it. 
You could not tell one thing being cut 
in that, because all it is is just a level 
of functions. 

What we do, which is not very poli
tic, is we actually show you over $600 
billion in spending cuts, 500 of them 
listed right here, and it does this with
out raising taxes, without touching So
cial Security trust funds, without 
touching earned veterans' benefits, and 
it restores defense spending, because I 
have had a number of Members from 
conservative Democrats on your side of 
the aisle who have come to me and 
asked me what I do in my budget with 
defense spending. We restore $50 billion 
of those cuts that President Clinton 
recommended. 

We still manage to balance the budg
et in 1999. It is completely compatible 
to vote for the Kasich Republican al
ternative and for the Solomon sub
stitute. 

Again, if we were not under this king 
of the hill, we would let the one with 
the most votes then survive, and that 
would become the law of the land. How
ever, we will have to wait and see how 
that plays out. 

Mr. Speaker, I would urge every 
Member come to the floor and vote 
against the rule so that we can bring 
back a rule that does not discriminate 
against any Member. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the Members of 
this body on both sides of the aisle to 
vote for the rule. It is a good rule. It is 
a fair rule. I urge the Members also to 
vote for the budget resolution. It is a 
resolution that, I think, will continue 
to carry our economy forward with less 
unemployment, with keeping the econ
omy moving, increasing jobs. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time, and I move the previous 
question on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

CLYBURN). The question is on the reso
lution. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I object to 
the vote on the ground that a quorum 
is not present and make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore . Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 245, nays 
171, not voting 17, as follows: 
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Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Applegate 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Barca 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Byrne 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins -(MI) 
Condit 
Cooper 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green 

Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barrett (NE) 

[Roll No. 50] 

YEAS---245 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Holden 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Inslee 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Kreidler 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lehman 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzo Ii 
Mccloskey 
Mccurdy 
McDermott 
McHale 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
O!ver 
Ortiz 
Orton 

NAYS---171 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blute 

Owens 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pomeroy 
Poshard 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Richardson 
Roemer 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Schenk 
Schroeder 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shepherd 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Tejeda 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 

Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
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Canady 
Castle 
Clinger 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Coppersmith 
Cox 
Cunningham 
De Lay 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Fish 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 

Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Brooks 
Conyers 
Crane 
Crapo 

Horn 
Houghton 
Huffington 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Is took 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Kasi ch 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Ky! 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Linder 
Livingston 
Machtley 
Manzullo 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McDade 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKean 
McMillan 
Meyers 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (FL) 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Myers 
Nussle 
Oxley 
Packard 
Paxon 
Petri 

Pombo 
Porter 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Royce 
Santorum 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Sn owe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Talent 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Torkildsen 
Upton 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING-17 

Dellums 
Gallo 
Hastings 
Kopetski 
Lightfoot 
Natcher 
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Portman 
Reynolds 
Schumer 
Walsh 
Washington 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI and Mr. PICK
ETT changed their vote from "nay" to 
''yea.'' 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, as a result of 

a family emergency, I was unable to vote on 
the Rule for consideration of House Concur
rent Resolution 218. Had I been in attend
ance, I would have voted as follows: Rollcall 
No. 50-No. 

HOUR OF MEETING ON TOMORROW 
Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today, it adjourn to 
meet at 10 a.m. tomorrow. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FIELDS of Louisiana). Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Sou th Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON 
THE BUDGET-FISCAL YEAR 1995 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu

ant to House Resolution 384 and rule 
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for consider
ation of the concurrent resolution, 
House Concurrent Resolution 218. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved it
self into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for 
consideration of the concurrent resolu
tion (H. Con. Res. 218) setting forth the 
congressional budget for the U.S. Gov
ernment for the fiscal years 1995, 1996, 
1997, 1998, and 1999, with Mr. SERRANO 
in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the con
current resolution. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, the concurrent resolution is con
sidered as having been read the first 
time. 

Debate shall be confined to the con
gressional budget and shall not exceed 
2 hours, including 1 hour on the subject 
of economic goals and policies, equally 
divided and controlled by the gen
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. SABO] and 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH]. 

After initial general debate, there 
will be an additional period of general 
debate which shall be confined to the 
subject of amendment No. 4 printed in 
House Report 103-429 and which shall 
not exceed 1 hour, equally divided and 
controlled by the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. KASICH] and an opponent. 

Following that debate, there will be 
an additional period of general debate 
which shall be confined to the subject 
of amendment No. 3 printed in the re
port and which shall not exceed 1 hour, 
equally divided and controlled by the 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. MFUME] 
and an opponent. 

At the conclusion of consideration of 
the concurrent resolution for amend
ment, there will be a final period of 
general debate which shall not exceed 
10 minutes, equally divided and con
trolled by the gentleman from Min
nesota [Mr. SABO] and the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. KASICH]. 

At this time the Chair will recognize 
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
SABO] for 1 hour and the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] for 1 hour. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. SABO]. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, it is indeed a pleasure 
to be back before you with the Budget 
Committee's recommendation for the 
1995 budget resolution. 

Last year at this tim_e, we faced high 
deficits, and a host of other problems. 
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By August we had passed the Presi
dent's comprehensive economic plan 
and we had improved on his proposals 
throughout the legislative process. 

In that process we reduced the Fed
eral budget deficit by $500 billion over 
the 5 year period from 1994 to 1998. 

And, we redirected scarce Federal 
dollars to programs that reward work 
like the earned income tax credit 
[EITC]; to education and job training 
so people can find work and continue 
to remain productive in a changing 
economy; to research and development 
so our Nation can remain a world eco
nomic power; and to health, nutrition, 
and human resource programs so that 
all Americans can enjoy healthy and 
fruitful lives. 

This year, we are seeing the rewards 
for those efforts. 

The deficit is down significantly and 
projected to continue to decline. In 
fact from 1992 to 1996 we are seeing 
deficits decline 4 years in a row. The 
last time this occurred was 1944-48. 

Under this budget, in 1995 discre
tionary spending as a percent of the 
gross domestic product will be at its 
lowest level since 1948. And, it will 
shrink still further in the next 5 years. 

News on the economic front is over
whelmingly positive. Evidence of im
proved economic performance is every
where. According to recent testimony 
by Fed Chairman Alan Greenspan, 
"The outlook * * * is the best we have 
seen in decades. Further, according to 
David Schulman, the chief economist 
at Salomon Brothers, "The economic 
recovery is now moving from Wall 
Street to Main Street." 

All the major economic indicators 
show improvements. Over the last year 
we have seen the creation of 1.9 million 
new private sector jobs; an increase in 
industrial production of 4.7 percent; an 
11 percent increase in business invest
ment; a decrease in the unemployment 
rate from roughly 7.7 percent in Janu
ary 1993 to 6.5 percent in February 1994; 
and improvements in the leading eco
nomic indicators for 6 months in a row. 

Everywhere we turn things are look
ing up. I think it is safe to say that all 
these good things would not be happen
ing if we hadn't enacted the President's 
economic program. And this good news 
is particularly helpful in dealing with 
our budget problems. 

This year's budget builds on last 
year's program. It continues the fiscal 
restraint we began last year and con
tinues to direct scarce Federal re
sources toward the needs of the nine
ties. 

The resolution we have presented to 
you follows the President's program 
with a few exceptions. As you have 
probably heard, CBO reestimated the 
President's budget at $3.1 billion over 
the outlay caps for 1995 so we had to 
make some adjustments to fit within 
those caps. We also disagreed with the 
President on his proposals to cut the 

Low-Income Home Heating Program 
[LIHEAP], mass transit operating sub
sidies, the REA loan guaranty pro
gram, and one or two other programs. 
In order to reject these cu ts we had to 
find the funds elsewhere. Consequently, 
the budget before you is slightly dif
ferent from the President's while at 
the same time reflecting his major pol
icy choices. 

A general outline of the plan and the 
major modifications we made to the 
President's plan are as follows. 

BASIC ELEMENTS OF THE PACKAGE 

This budget continues the fiscal re
straint that was begun with last year's 
budget and reorders spending in line 
with the President's program. It termi
nates 100 Federal programs and reduces 
more than 200 others. 

This budget brings the 1995 deficit 
down to $175.3 billion, the lowest level 
in 5 years, and more than $100 billion 
below the projections made by CBO in 
January 1993. 

Measured relative to the size of the 
economy, the 1995 deficit will be lower 
than any year since 1979. 

Discretionary spending in 1995 is 
below last year's dollar level, and total 
Federal spending is at its lowest level 
in 15 years when measured as a percent 
of gross domestic product [GDP]. 

At the same time, this budget in
cludes $13.6 billion of the President's 
$14.8 billion request for new initiatives 
in education and training, research and 
development, infrastructure, commu
nity development, health and human 
services, and crime control. 

It assumes full funding for the Presi
dent's crime control initiative at $2.4 
billion in 1995. 

The proposal does not prejudge the 
nature of health care reform so it does 
not specifically include any figures for 
health care reform. Rather, it assumes 
that the final heal th care reform pack
age will be deficit-neutral over the 5-
year budget period. 

It contains no new taxes and does not 
require reconciliation. 
MODIFICATIONS OF THE P RESIDENT'S PROPOSAL 

CONTAINED IN THE PACKAGE 

This budget rejects the President's 
proposal to reduce the important 
LIHEAP-Low-Income Home Energy 
Assistance Prograrp.-by $745 million. 
Rather, it assumes restoration of $520 
million of that proposed cut and it ex
presses support for the President's ef
forts to target the program better to 
those most in need. 

This budget rejects the President's 
proposal to cut mass transit operating 
funds by $200 million and assumes res
toration of these funds to the 1994 
level. 

It rejects the President's proposed $80 
million cut in TEFAP, the Temporary 
Emergency Food Assistance Program 
within the Department of Agriculture, 
and assumes restoration to the 1994 
level. 

It rejects the President's proposal to 
cut the Rural Electrification Adminis-

tration [REA] loan program by $63 mil
lion and assumes a restoration of fund
ing to 1994 levels. 

This budget rejects proposed cuts in 
veteran's medical research and as
sumes full funding at the 1994 level. 

It assumes a restoration of $40 mil
lion of the President's proposed reduc
tion in Indian health facility construc
tion, primarily for sanitation and other 
essential public safety requirements. 

This proposal cuts the President's 
budget by $3.1 billion through a variety 
of changes including the assumption of 
the full savings from personnel cuts as 
set by the buy-out bill (H.R. 3345) that 
recently passed the House and Senate. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

0 1200 
Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Chairman, we enter into another 

chapter of the ongoing struggle in 
Washington to define our view of how 
the Federal Government ought to oper
ate. 

I want to kind of go back to the be
ginning of the book and start at the be
ginning and move up to where we are 
today. You might recall that last Feb
ruary, the President came to Capitol 
Hill and stood in the well and he said, 
"I did promise you a tax cut, but now 
we are going to have tax increases, and 
I would like you to be patriotic." He 
turned to the Republicans and said, "If 
you do not like my tax increases, give 
me your specifics.'' · 

So the Republicans did give the 
President their specifics in terms of re
ducing the deficit by even more than 
what the President reduced the deficit 
by, without one dime of tax increase. 
That document was praised by a num
ber of publications across this country, 
from liberal to conservative, for its in
tellectual honesty and its effort to re
duce government. 

We were rejected in that effort to 
show the American people how we 
would eliminate the tax increases and 
substitute instead the changes in the 
operation of the Federal Government 
to achieve significant deficit reduction, 
more than what the President 
achieved, but without taxes. 

Then the reconciliation bill, the flat 
tax bill, that came to this House floor. 
And the President had his taxes and he 
said, "If you do not like our taxes, give 
us your specifics." So one more time 
the Republicans trotted out their list, 
and we said we have specific rec
ommendations to downsize the oper
ation of the Federal Government, and 
we do not believe we need these taxes 
in order to reduce the deficit. And one 
more time the decision was made, more 
for Washington, and less for us back 
home. 

So after that ended, we got to the 
Penny-Kasich bill. Now, the Penny-Ka
sich bill was the specific recommenda-
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tions to reduce the operation of the 
Federal Government. Of course, the 
President was aware of our specifics be
cause he worked hard to defeat our spe
cifics. This was a President who had 
pledged that he would welcome addi
tional spending reductions. So Mr. 
PENNY and I came to the floor with our 
specific spending reductions. We of
fered them. The President opposed us 
with a majority of the majority party, 
and we were one more time defeated. 
And they said no, we wanted more for 
Washington, and we do not really hear 
the cries of the people around this 
country back home. We want to keep 
the Washington establishment happy. 
Penny-Kasich was defeated. 

Now, ladies and gentlemen, this year 
the President came into this well again 
with his budget proposal that he said 
was flat as a table, the top of a table. 
And what is interesting to note is if 
the President had not sent his budget 
to Capitol Hill, if the President had 
permitted the budget to increase on 
automatic pilot, if the President had 
said that the Government of the United 
States could go on automatic pilot, and 
I will not send the budget to Capitol 
Hill, then the deficit and the levels of 
Government spending would be less-
would be less--than what we have 
under the President's budget. 

So when the President talks about 
how we have all these major cuts in 
programs and savings and a tight defi
cit, the bottom line is if that budget 
document had not made its way from 
the White House to Capitol Hill, we 
would have lower deficits and lower 
spending. 

And the President challenged us. And 
the President said, "If you don't like 
my budget, show us what you would 
do." And Republicans have. 

What we have done is we have laid 
things out on the table that represent 
a follow through of some promises and 
some rhetoric that have been articu
lated by this current administration. 
The President said he wanted welfare 
reform. It is not in his budget. The 
President said we would have health 
care reform to reduce deficits. It has 
been withdrawn from his budget. The 
President said he wanted a comprehen
sive crime bill. We only find pieces of it 
in his budget. And we are still waiting 
for the President to hold good to his 
promise that we will have middle in
come tax relief. 

What the Republicans did is we went 
through virtually every nook and cran
ny of the Federal Government, with a 
philosophy of downsizing the Federal 
Government. We have privatized some 
programs, for example the Federal 
Aviation Administration, following a 
number of the practices that are being 
done by other countries around the 
world. We think that privatization of 
that program, privatization of a part of 
our prison system, makes very good 
sense. 

We have also eliminated some pro
grams, part of our philosophy. Pro
grams like the helium reserve, a whole 
variety of programs that we think just 
similarly do not make sense and are 
outdated, like the Interstate Com
merce Commission, originally created 
to regulate the pulling of ice wagons 
throughout this country. We have de
cided we do not need to have those op
erations of the Federal Government 
around any more. 

We have also decided to do some 
shifting of block grants to the States 
without regulation. The reason why we 
have done that is that we do not think 
that people back home cannot figure 
out how to solve problems, if we would 
just let them have their own money to 
fix problems the way they feel are the 
best ways to fix them. 

I want to talk about one program 
that the gentleman from Arizona [Mr. 
KOLBE] developed, called WIC-plus. We 
have been able to take all the nutrition 
programs of the Federal Government, 
put them in one block grant, send them 
to the States, double the amount of 
money that goes to women, infants and 
children, and save $8 billion for the 
Federal Government by not letting 
every bureaucrat in Washington touch 
this money. Whenever bureaucracy 
touches money, they burn it up. 

So we have used this idea of block 
granting programs back to states and 
trusting in people where we live, to be 
able to solve problems. And I am con
stantly amazed when I meet with peo
ple in the bureaucracy here who do not 
even know what the time zone is in Co
lumbus, OH. If they do not know what 
the time zone is right there, I am not 
quite sure they are going to know how 
to fix our particular problems. 

So we block grant more programs, in
cluding mass transport and low prior
ity transportation projects. We also 
use more consolidating and block 
granting in the area of job retraining, 
something the GAO says we are not 
even sure the job training programs of 
the Federal Government are working 
to help people get jobs. That is all of 
our goals. We think we have a more ef
fective way to d.o it. 

We have gone through every nook 
and cranny of the Federal Government, 
down sizing, privatizing, eliminating 
some, and just reducing the increase in 
others. And doing that, we have been 
able to achieve a very comprehensive 
package that in fact does deliver us 
comprehensive welfare reform. 

In our budget, we not only talked 
about doing welfare reform, we have in 
fact delivered a comprehensive welfare 
reform package. We also have in there 
what we view as a very strong down 
payment on both health care and crime 
legislation, allowing people at home to 
have more money to build prisons, 
more money for police on the streets. 
And in health care, a down payment on 
fixing the heal th care sys tern with a 

minimum of Federal involvement and a 
maximum of the private sector being 
involved. 

Then we have also decided that we 
think it makes sense to provide greater 
efficiencies to our industries. And what 
we have done is allowed industries to 
be able to write off plant and equip
ment faster so that more Americans 
will get jobs, so that we will be more 
competitive in the international at
mosphere today. 
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We will be able to put more people to 

work. We index capital gains that will 
not only help industry but will also 
protect people's investments against 
inflation. People should not have to 
pay taxes on inflation. And we have 
also had in here the kind of crowning 
jewel of the package. That is the $500 
tax credit per child per family under 
$200,000. 

WP.en I presented this budget, the 
press said, "How can you do this and 
how can you pay for it?" The amazing 
thing about this proposal is that we 
not only have deficits that are lower 
than the President's in every single 
year of the 5 years that this budget is 
made up, but it is cumulatively $150 
billion less in deficits than the Presi
dent's budget. Why? 

Because we decided to go eyeball to 
eyeball with change and eyeball to eye
ball with the Washington establish
ment and dig in and give the American 
people what they want, a downsizing of 
the Federal Government and real 
change. And in the course of doing it, 
in the course of scouring every nook 
and cranny of the Federal Government, 
we have been able to achieve lower 
deficits every single year than the 
President, $150 billion less over 5 years, 
and we have been able to give middle
income families tax relief, to the tune 
of $500 per child per family under 
$200,000. 

It is not smoke and mirrors. It is not 
some kind of voodoo economics. It is a 
proposal that makes hard choices 
about reducing the influence of Wash
ington, reducing the influence of big 
government, making a down payment 
on reducing the deficit and, at the 
same time, allowing the American fam
ily to share in some of the savings. 

And do my colleagues know what, we 
do not give anybody anything. It is the 
American people, the American tax
payer that sends their money to this 
town. All we are saying is that in the 
course of downsizing the Federal Gov
ernment, we believe that the American 
family, which has been besieged in this 
country, should reap a benefit. It is not 
a giant benefit, but it is a benefit. But 
we do not do it at the expense of future 
generations, because we have been able 
to reduce the deficit by more than 
what the President has done. 

So not only downsizing of the Gov
ernment, not only greater deficit re-
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duction, but some tax relief for the be
sieged American family. If Members 
are really for change on either side of 
the aisle, if they really want to see 
Washington have less influence, there 
are proper functions of the Federal 
Government, obviously. But if Mem
bers really want to see some privatiza
tion, some downsizing, some elimi
nation of wasteful programs, slowing 
the increase in some other Federal pro
grams, and they want to give relief and 
a bigger down payment on the deficit, 
then Members will support the Repub
lican alternative. 

I would ask my colleagues, we will 
probably have a vote on this tomorrow, 
on the Republican family budget. I 
would ask my colleagues to take time 
in their offices, clearly taking a look 
at the road map that we have laid out. 
I think that when they look at it, 
Members will be surprised at how much 
can be achieved by just trying to be 
creative and innovative and imagina
tive with the programs of the Federal 
Government. I would ask for. Members' 
support. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM], a 
hard-working member of the Commit
tee on the Budget, a member who has 
been working immensely hard to reor
ganize and streamline Government 
with the emphasis on the Department 
of Agriculture. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise today in support of House Concur
rent Resolution 218, the budget resolu
tion for fiscal year 1995. I do so with 
praise for my chairman, Mr. SABO, for 
the manner in which he always con
ducts business within our committee. I 
also do so, however, with mixed feel
ings about the missed opportunities of 
this budget. 

Last year, in writing about the fiscal 
year 1994 budget resolution, five Demo
cratic Members stated, 

We are disappointed that we did not ad
dress the issue of entitlement spending more 
than we did in this resolution . Even a cur
sory examination of our national spending 
points out the inevitability of dealing with 
entitlem ent spending if we are to have 
money to spend on any other programs while 
bringing our budget into balance. We must 
develop meaningful budget enforcement leg
islation which must include some mecha
nism to force us to deal with entitlements in 
future years. 

Unfortunately, those views are just 
as relevant today as they were a year 
ago. We find ourselves in a position 
again this year of noting that the . 
budget resolution accomplishes a mini
mal amount of what should be done on 
the resolution, but that a far greater 
portion was left unaddressed. 

In particular, we are disappointed 
with the decision that further deficit 
reduction, carried out through a rec
onciliation bill later this year, was un-

necessary. While it is true that the def
icit is projected to take a slight down
turn over the next few years, we re
main convinced that sustained deficits 
of $200 billion a year present a greater 
economic hazard to our Nation's fu
ture. 

We are pleased that we were able, at 
least, to attach report language to the 
resolution which calls for the provision 
of enforceable entitlement spending 
limits, establishing a regular procedure 
to provide assistance for disasters and 
other emergencies without adding to 
the deficit, and granting the President 
expedited rescission authority over ap
propriations measures. Obviously, rec
onciliation instructions along the same 
vein would have been far preferable. 

We also are pleased that there was an 
agreement with our party's leadership 
for the consideration of further budget 
process votes within the House of Rep
resentatives. Past experience with the 
outcome of such promised fair votes 
does not lead to extreme optimism but 
we nonetheless look forward to the op
portunity to offer amendments not 
only on the budget process items just 
mentioned, but also on a reexamina
tion of the ·Consumer Price Index for
mula and a measure which would guar
antee that all appropriation -cuts are 
dedicated to reducing the deficit. 

The omissions in this budget resolu
tion further convince me that only 
with the constitutional imperative of a 
balanced budget amendment will the 
Congress and President finally face 
head-on the demands of deficit reduc
tion. My hope is that 290 of my col
leagues will come to the same conclu
sion when we take up that issue here in 
the House of Representatives next 
week. 

The shortcomings notwithstanding, I 
supported the budget resolution passed 
out of the House Budget Committee be
cause we were able to add the afore
mentioned report language and nego
tiate the agreement for later budget 
process votes. I commend Chairman 
SABO for his assistance in this regard, I 
look forward to continuing to work 
with him, and I look forward to the 
budget process votes which will be 
coming later this year. 

I do not want to spend my time talk
ing about what we should have done. I 
want to talk about what we are doing. 

Mr. Chairman, the administration, 
with the full cooperation of the House 
and Senate Agriculture Committees, 
has made, rightly or not, USDA the 
first great experiment in reinventing 
government, even though all USDA 
outlays re present only 4 percent of the 
en tire Federal budget and agriculture 
programs in USDA are only 1 percent 
of the budget. Yet USDA, since 1981 has 
made $60 billion in legislative budget 
savings. The 1990 budget agreement 
alone cut farm price supports by 20 per
cent. 

Nevertheless, our committee agrees 
that USDA must become more efficient 

and streamlined, not only to better the 
Department's modern day clients but 
also because we are budgeting for addi
tional, significant cuts in spending. 

Secretary Mike Espy made restruc
turing a top priority; 1,200 of our 3,700 
USDA field offices will be closed. But 
Mr. Espy wanted to reorganize starting 
at the top, a very appropriate decision. 
His proposal, H.R. 3171, introduced last 
September will grant the Secretary the 
most sweeping authority to reorganize 
the Department since the Great De
pression. 

The full House Committee on Agri
culture has already reported legisla
tion and the full House passed it in 
H.R. 3400 last November. It requires 
USDA to use existing authority to cut 
staffing by 7,500 positions and spending 
by $1.6 billion by fiscal year 1999. 

Now we are going even further to re
fine H.R. 3400. My subcommittee has 
held more than a dozen hearings here 
and in nine States nationwide on 
USDA reorganization. On February 8, 
we approved and sent to the full com
mittee a bill that grants the Secretary 
virtually all the authority he needs to 
streamline the Department, combine 
agencies and offices, and more effi
ciently serve our clients, farmers, and 
consumers. Staff wo1;1.ld be cut with the 
deepest cut starting in the Washington 
bureaucracy. 

USDA itself expects total savings 
from reorganization to reach $2.3 bil
lion over the next 5 years. We are now 
pressing the Secretary to keep his 
promise and begin implementing field 
office closings. The Secretary does not 
need final congressional action in order 
to close or consolidate offices. 

The bottom line for today for the 
budget hearings is, there will be reor
ganization in the coming year, already 
budgeted for it. It is within the budget 
resolution. The savings will be real. 
And the service to our farmers and con
sumers will not be deteriorated. The 
consumer services will be improved. 
The point here is, we can spend our 
time criticizing this budget, but there 
are things in it that show that we are, 
in fact, taking some very tough posi
tions that have to be done in order to 
meet our fiscal needs. Not as far as 
some would like, but much further 
than our critics say that we are doing. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
30 minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. SAXTON] for the purpose of 
debate on economic goals and policies, 
and I ask unanimous consent that he 
be entitled to yield time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Chairman, a week or so ago, I 

was in my office with a group of very 
hard-working Americans, employees of 
the postal system. And they came to 
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explain to me that there were certain 
things in my voting record that they 
liked and certain things in my voting 
record with which they took issue. 

They said, for example, that they op
posed a balanced budget amendment 
and asked me to explain why I favor it, 
which I did. And they informed me that 
there were ways to get the budget bal
anced without amending the Constitu
tion. 

Then they said they took issue with 
the vote that I had on a bill that be
came known as the Penny-Kasich 
amendment. The Penny-Kasich amend
ment would have cut the deficit by 
more than $100 billion without raising 
taxes. And I said, "Well, that was an 
effort to balance the budget without 
amending the Constitution." 

0 1220 
So here we are again today. Once 

again, we have a bill sponsored by the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH]. 
Frankly, I told my postal workers I 
thought he was a hero, because he is 
the one guy in the House of Represent
atives who has put together a program 
demonstrating that there is more than 
one way to do business here. 

I am very delighted to be able to be 
here today to support his effort, Mr. 
Chairman. This year, perhaps more 
than ever, I am amazed at the dif
ference between the two budget propos
als. There are two basic proposals that 
we are going to vote on, one by the 
folks from the other side of the aisle, 
which is the basic budget bill this year, 
and the one that I just mentioned 
which will be proposed a little bit later 
by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KA
SICH]. 

There is a very basic difference. I 
heard today in speeches, 1-minute 
speeches on the floor and other speech
es more recently here on the floor, that 
somehow the two biggest tax increases 
in this country's history, one in 1990 
and the next one in 1993, have somehow 
miraculously helped our economy to 
grow. I don't know a lot of economists 
who would buy into that theory. In 1990 
we had a tremendous tax increase, and 
then in 1993, under a different Presi
dent, we had another big tax increase. 
There is a lot of talk going on around 
here this year that says that because of 
that tax increase, the economy is once 
again growing. 

I brought some charts with me today 
to illustrate what is really happening 
with the economy today. After reces
sions, certain things happen with the 
economy. If we have good tax policy to 
support recoveries, good things will 
happen in terms of growth in GDP. 

This chart, for example, illustrates 
what happened after the recession 
which took place in the early 1950's. 
During the 21/z-year period immediately 
after that recession, the economy grew 
by something in excess of 10 percent. 

In the early 1960's, we had another re
covery following a recession. During 

that recovery, the economy grew in a 
2112-year period by almost 12 percent. 

In 1970 we had another recovery fol
lowing a recession, and the economy 
grew again by 10.2 pe:rcent. In 1974 we 
had another recovery after a recession, 
and the economy grew in a 21/2-year pe
riod by over 12 percent. 

That brings us to the latest recovery 
which we hear so much about from the 
other side of the aisle. It is called a mi
raculous recovery, in fact. Yet in the 
21h-year period after the 1990 recession, 
we have seen a recovery of a scant 6 
percent. 

Something is different about this re
covery. It has been called a number of 
things, including a jobless recession. 
That is for good reason. 

If we can look at the next chart, 
which explains in some greater detail 
what actually happens in growth after 
recessions, we have taken the average 
growth after recessions, and we have 
looked to see how that compares with 
this recovery. 

Throughout the recoveries that I just 
described, the average growth 1 year 
out is demonstrated here by this line 
chart, and at 2 years out and at 3 years 
out. We can see represented by the blue 
part of the chart that average growth 
after recessions has been quite substan
tial, as compared to the growth that 
has occurred in the first 2112 years after 
this latest recession. 

If we can go to the next chart, the 
same can be illustrated in terms of our 
industrial production. Through the re
coveries which I described a few mo
ments ago, we can see, as demonstrated 
by the blue lines on this chart, what 
the average growth was during recov
ery periods, and the red lines, of 
course, illustrate what growth has been 
in terms of industrial production, dur
ing this recovery period. 

Finally, we have one additional chart 
here, which is very interesting and 
somewhat scary, because it affects the 
lives of families all across the country 
who are still unemployed today. This 
shows that beginning in March 1991, 
when we actually came out of the re
cession, job growth was not only flat 
after the 1990 tax increase, but that we 
were actually still losing jobs. 

In most recoveries, as demonstrated 
here by these red bars on the graph, we 
begin to see some growth in jobs imme
diately following a recovery. 

When the recession ended in March 
1991, it was more than a year and a half 
before we saw any growth in jobs at all. 
The reason for this is simple: we raised 
taxes on the American people. More 
than 4 years ago, I and others stood at 
this podium and said, "If we increase 
taxes, we will hurt the economy and 
hinder any recovery.'' 

We said again in 1993, "You are going 
to throw a wet blanket on this recov
ery if you increase taxes again." That 
is exactly, in my opinion, why this 
economy is not expanding at the rate 

of other economic recoveries following 
a recession. 

Mr. Chairman, we also said during 
those debates that there are some 
things that changed people's behavior. 
For example, we changed tax policy to 
support budgets like the one that is 
supported by the Democrats' side of 
the aisle. In fact, the 1993 tax increase 
changed people's behavior, particularly 
in terms of hiring and rehiring work
ers. As the chart beside me shows, 
these new taxes affected job growth. 

For example, in 1984 we had people 
who worked about 3.4 hours of over
time, on average, for each worker. 

Today in 1994, however, almost 10 
years later, we see that that average 
has gone up from 3.4 hours per week to 
4.5 average hours per week. Why? Are 
employers willing to pay overtime but 
not hire more workers. Because em
ployers do not want to pay higher pay
roll costs. 

They do not want to hire because So
cial Security taxes went up, because 
payroll taxes went up, and they do not 
want to hire because they do not know 
if new taxes will be forced on them to 
support some new health care plan. 
Therefore, tax policy has had a tremen
dous effect on our economy. 

While I am glad that we are finally 
beginning to see some growth in jobs 
and some improvement in the econ
omy, it is certainly not the kind of eco
nomic recovery that we would hope to 
have seen by now. All of this, in my 
opinion, is a result of bad tax policy in 
1990 and again in 1993. I am also fearful 
of what we are going to see when last 
year's round of tax increases comes 
into full effect later this year. 

For these reasons, Mr. Chairman, the 
Kasich proposal makes more cuts, re
duces more of the deficit, cu ts taxes on 
families, and puts in place a new budg
etary program that I hope will pass. I 
do not have great hope, however, be
cause I can count likely votes. But I 
hope it will pass, because we need to 
set this country on the correct course. 
Our future, our children's future and 
our grandchildren's future depend on 
it. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Mis
sissippi [Mr. MONTGOMERY], chairman 
of the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of this budget resolu
tion. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend 
the gentleman from Minnesota, the 
chairman of the Budget Committee, 
and all the members of the Budget 
Committee, for bringing this resolution 
to the floor. As my colleagues know, 
CBO estimated that the President's 
budget was $3.1 billion over the discre
tionary caps we established last year. 
As a result, almost all of the Presi
dent's proposals to increase spending 
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above the 1994 level had to be pared 
back by the Budget Committee. Pro
posed increases for the National Serv
ice Program, mass transit grants, and 
energy conservation programs had to 
be scaled back because of this problem. 

But the President's proposed increase 
of $500 million above the 1994 level for 
VA medical care was left intact. In ad
dition, the Budget Committee has rec
ommended that the VA's award-win
ning medical research program be in
creased by $41 million above the Presi
dent's request. 

I want veterans to know that Chair
man SABO and members of his commit
tee had to make some very tough deci
sions. Not only did they avoid taking 
any money out of the veterans budget 
to make up this $3.1 billion difference, 
they added $41 million for VA medical 
research. 

Al though I believe the Budget Com
mittee did what it had to do, I want 
Members to know that service to veter
ans is not going to get any better under 
this budget, and will probably get a lit
tle worse. Our committee was frankly 
troubled by the VA budget picture and 
felt there was a lot of justification to 
recommend an additional $779 million 
for veterans programs above the level 
recommended by the administration. 

The number of veterans who will be 
able to obtain outpatient care, nursing 
home care, and hospital care will de
cline when compared with this year's 
level. The number of pending claims 
for compensation, pension, and edu
cation benefits is projected to grow to 
1 million by the end of next year. It 
will take almost 2 years to get a deci
sion from the Board of Veterans Ap
peals. 

In summary, even though this budget 
includes almost none of the rec
ommendations made by our committee 
for veterans programs, it is a respon
sible one given the budget caps on dis
cretionary programs. But my col
leagues must understand tight budgets 
certainly will have an effect on our 
veterans health care. 

D 1230 
Mr. SABO. Madam Chairman, I yield 

4 minutes to the distinguished gentle
woman from Hawaii [Mrs. MINK], a 
member of our committee. 

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Madam Chair
man, I thank the chairman of the 
Budget Committee for yielding me 
time. 

Madam Chairman, I rise in support of 
the budget resolution. I think it is 
often confusing to the general public 
when we debate the budget resolution 
about exactly what is the budget. As I 
see the budget, it is probably the most 
important document that comes from 
the administration. What it expresses 
is its policy, its priorities, the things 
that it wants to see changed, the direc
tion of the Government, and expression 
of confidence in the future, the things 

that ought to be done by the various 
Cabinet offices. 

I serve on the Committee on Edu
cation and Labor and I am very pleased 
to see a budget come forth from the 
White House that articulates the hopes 
and aspirations of the American people 
with emphasis on education. The budg
et resolution underscores its support of 
this direction, and of all of the func
tions that we have in this budget reso
lution, the one that has the highest 
percentage of increase is in the edu
cation and training areas, and I am 
very, very pleased with that. 

The President has staked his future 
on the programs that he has articu
lated in the education area. He is for 
school reform, and we have the Goals 
2000 bill currently in conference where 
the two committees are trying to iron 
out the differences. We have already 
started work on the School to Work 
Program because we know that 75 per
cent of the students that finish high 
school do not go on to higher edu
cation, do not go on to college, and 
they are out there looking for jobs, 
looking for opportunities. And what we 
need to do is to find a way to meld the 
12 years that they are in regular school 
into something that can provide them 
the channels for advancement in a job 
or a career. And so the School to Jobs 
Programs is critically important. 

In this budget resolution we not only 
see increases in funding generally for 
education, but we see an increase of 
$595 million for Goals 2000, which ar
ticulate the future of this country and 
the direction we are urging local school 
districts and the States to take. And in 
the School to Work Program we have 
$100 million for the Department of Edu
cation to be matched by the Depart
ment of Labor. For the first time in my 
memory, and I have been in the Fed
eral Government for a long time, we 
see a Department of Education work
ing together with a Department of 
Labor to put together a meaningful 
program wherein the young people can 
have direction, counseling, and at the 
end of their high school have a job that 
leads somewhere and is not a dead end 
job situation. 

There are other points that are im
portant in the bill. We have emphasis 
in Pell grants to emphasize the impor
tance of students going on. We know 
that the Pell grants were cut last year. 
We have now put in an additional $100 
for Pell grants so that the support can 
be $2,400. 

We have an additional $560 million 
for the drugs and safe schools. We de
bated this yesterday in the authoriza
tion, and everyone is in support of fur
ther efforts in schools to do something 
about drugs and violence . 

So at the end, Madam Chairman, I 
think it is critically important for us 
to recognize that embedded in this 
budget resolution is the hope for the 
future of this Nation as expressed by 

the President's budget, and I urge 
adoption of the resolution. 

Mr. SAXTON. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. RAMSTAD]. 

Mr. RAMSTAD. Madam Chairman, 
today's debate on the Humphrey-Haw
kins employment review provides an 
appropriate opportunity to discuss one 
of the most insidious threats to eco
nomic growth and job creation in our 
economy-burdensome Federal regula
tions. 

In a 1993 study, William Laffer of 
Heritage noted that Federal regula
tions cost each American household at 
least $8,000 a year and may reduce na
tional output by as much as $1.l tril
lion a year. 

And as you can see by this chart, reg
ulatory costs continue to rise dramati
cally. If current trends continue, the 
direct cost of regulations will exceed 
$650 billion a year by 2000. 

Equally alarming, the study showed 
that Federal regulations reduce em
ployment by at least 3 million jobs. 

As the next chart points out, the 
number of pages in the Federal Reg
ister, a publication of new Federal reg
ulations, dropped in the 1980's but is on 
the rise again. In President Clinton's 
first year in office, the Federal Reg
ister had more pages than any year 
since the Carter administration-60,950 
pages. 

And as of January 31, 1994, only 1 
month in to the new year, the Federal 
Register had already printed over 4,500 
pages of new regulations. 

A small but critical industry- medi
cal technology-provides a stark illus
tration of regulatory overkill. 

As the health care debate rages, med
ical technology, despite facing a bruis
ing regulatory regime, effectively con
trols health care costs by bringing life
saving technologies to market. 

In addition, exporting medical prod
ucts has generated a trade surplus that 
has risen from $1.1 billion in 1987 to $4 
billion in 1992. 

Unfortunately, the small companies 
which comprise the bulk of the indus
try are highly vulnerable. 

The FDA, which regulates the indus
try, has nearly destroyed the sector 
with an approval process that takes so 
long that businesses are forced to move 
production offshore. 

This chart depicts the length of time 
for device approval. In fiscal year 1991, 
the average clearance time was 102 
days. By fiscal year 1993, it had risen to 
195 days. 

Equally disturbing, there is a current 
backlog of over 5,100 device applica
tions at the FDA- a 50-percent jump in 
outstanding applications since 1991. 

That is why even the smallest com
panies are establishing research and 
production facilities in Europe first to 
begin clinical trials in time to keep up 
with their competition. 

A constituent company of mine, 
lnStent, is still awaiting action on a 
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device approval application it submit
ted in August 1992. 

The device it makes for treatment of 
pancreatic cancer has been approved 
for sale in every major developed coun
try except the United States. 

Even Canada, which has perhaps the 
most bureaucratic health care system 
in the world, has approved InStent's 
device. 

The company-which has 18 employ
ees in my district-was forced to open 
2 overseas offices, 1 in Israel with 17 
employees and 1 in Holland with 6. 

Madam Chairman, in 1993 alone, more 
than $500 million in stock offerings for 
medical device and drug firms were 
canceled because of overregulation and 
the threat of health care price con
trols. 

Madam Chairman, we cannot afford 
to lose our medical technology jobs. 
We can't afford to lose more jobs in 
any sector because of excessive regula
tions. 

While the massive budget deficit is 
alarming, to promote long-term eco
nomic growth we must address the can
cer of regulatory overreach that is kill
ing our key industries. 

D 1240 
It is costing thousands and thousands 

of lost jobs. 
Mr. SABO. Madam Chairman, I yield 

3 minutes to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. MINETA], the distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation. 

Mr. MINETA. Madam Chairman, I 
rise in strong support of House Concur
rent Resolution 218 on the budget for 
fiscal year 1995. 

At the outset, I want to commend the 
distinguished Chairman of the Budget 
Committee, the gentleman from Min
nesota [Mr. SABO], for his outstanding 
leadership and hard work in crafting 
this important resolution and for 
bringing it to the floor in such an expe
ditious tirnefrarne. 

Mr. Chairman, House Concurrent 
Resolution 218 is a good budget resolu
tion- good in the sense that it assumes 
the proper priorities, is fiscally respon
sible, and continues the trend toward 
deficit reduction begun last year. 

Generally, the fiscal year 1995 budget 
resolution incorporates the heart of 
the President's fiscal year 1995 budget 
request, thereby implementing the sav
ings mandated by the 5-year deficit re
duction package enacted by Congress 
last year. 

In doing so, the resolution conforms 
to the spending caps for discretionary 
spending established by the deficit re
duction package, setting discretionary 
spending in fiscal year 1995 at $541.1 bil
lion-the first time since 1969 that dis
cretionary spending will actually fall. 
The resolution also cuts outlays in fis
cal year 1995 by $3.1 billion more than 
the President's proposals in order they 
meet the cap on outlays set last year. 

Under the resolution, the deficit for 
the corning year would total $175.3 bil
lion, $115.1 billion less than 3 years ago 
and the lowest level in 5 years. In fact, 
the deficit under this resolution rep
resents the smallest share of the U.S. 
economy since 1979. 

Furthermore, Mr. Chairman, the 
budget resolution assumes no new tax 
legislation and no changes in entitle
ments, and does not contain any rec
onciliation instructions to committees. 

While the resolution embodies the 
President's budget, it does subtract 
from and add to about 40 areas of the 
President's budget in reshaping and 
improving the plan, and in achieving 
the overall spending reductions. 

Some substantial changes included a 
$225 million reduction in defense spend
ing, a $115 million cut in foreign aid, 
and $796 billion in savings from a pro
posed Federal employee buyout plan. 

At the same time, the resolution re
stores $520 billion in spending for low
incorne home energy assistance, $200 
million for mass transit operating as
sistance, $80 million for emergency 
food assistance, and $63 million of 
spending authority for Rural Elec
trification Administration loan guar
antees. 

For most major public works and 
transportation programs, the resolu
tion assumes the President's budget re
quest except in four important in
stances which I would like to address. 

First and foremost, I am pleased to 
report that House Concurrent Resolu
tion 218 assumes full funding for high
ways at the levels authorized in the 
Interrnodal Surface Transportation Ef
ficiency Act of 1991. 

There certainly can be no question of 
the need for full funding of !STEA 
highways. There are some 235,000 miles 
of Federal highways that are in poor or 
mediocre condition and need repair. 

The cost to eliminate backlog high
way deficiencies is about $212 billion, 
and the annual cost to maintain Fed
eral-aid highways in their 1991 condi
tion is $48.4 billion-in 1991 dollars. 

In addition, there are approximately 
118,000 structurally deficient bridges 
whose conditions would cost $78 billion 
to correct. The annual cost to main
tain bridges in their 1991 conditions is 
$5.2 billion-in 1991 dollars. 

The President's budget assumed an 
overall obligation ceiling of $19.969 bil
lion for highways. This included $18.32 
billion for the so-called highway core 
programs and $1.6 billion for both mini
mum allocation-MA-and way dem
onstration projects program. An addi
tional $100 million, outside the $19.969 
billion ceiling, was assumed for the 
emergency relief-ER-program. The 
President's budget assumed recission of 
highway projects, first effective for fis
cal year 1994. 

The budget resolution, in assuming 
full-funding of !STEA highways, also 
assumes a core obligational ceiling of 

$18.332 billion. In addition, per !STEA, 
it assumes approximately $1.2 billion 
each for MA and demos. Thus, the reso
lution totals about $20.7 billion for 
highways-plus the $100 million for 
ER-or $800 million above the Presi
dent's request. In making these as
sumptions, the resolution does not as
sume the rescission of any highway 
demonstration projects. 

A second and equally important area 
of difference with the President is tran
sit operating assistance where the reso
lution restores $200 million to the 
President's request, thus equaling the 
fiscal year 1994 appropriations for oper
ating assistance. While this still falls 
far short of full funding of !STEA tran
sit, it does represent continued com
mitment on the part of the Congress in 
addressing a key funding component of 
our Nation's transit system. Even 
though the $200 million restoration 
comes as a result of reducing section 9 
capital grants by $400 million, the reso
lution still includes an overall section 
9 assumption of about $223 million 
more than the fiscal year 1994 appro
priation. 

Mr. Chairman, a recent survey con
ducted by the American Public Transit 
Association estimates that more than 
$7 billion in Federal funds could be 
quickly obligated over and above exist
ing transit program funding levels. 
This number only represents the imme
diate backlog of unmet transit needs-
to restore transit to its pre-1980's level 
would require an investment of $11 bil
lion per year. In addition, the passage 
of the Americans With Disabilities Act 
placed new financial demands on tran
sit operators across the country. 

A third difference between the budget 
resolution and the President's budget 
is funding for the airport irnprovernen t 
program. The President's budget as
sumes $1.690 billion for this program; 
that is a freeze at the fiscal year 1994 
appropriated level. The budget resolu
tion assumes $2.165 billion or nearly 
one-half billion dollars more than the 
President to reflect the authorized 
level of House-passed H.R. 2739, the 
Aviation Infrastructure Investment 
Act of 1993. This critical piece of legis
lation has been awaiting Senate action 
since October 13, 1993. 

Mr. Chairman, the infrastructure 
needs of the Nation's airports continue 
to grow. We now have 23 so-called prob
lem airports. These airports are each 
experiencing more than 20,000 hours of 
aircraft delay annually. Without reme
dial action, that number is expected to 
rise to 36 by 2001. The capital needed to 
alleviate airport congestion and flight 
delays averages $10 billion a year for 
the next five years. 

Such projects, if funded, would in
crease airport capacity and reduce sys
tem delays. This is irnportan t in that 
the Nation's economy would become 
more productive and competitive if the 
air transportation becomes more effi-
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cient. We need . at a bare minimum for 
fiscal year 1995 the authorized level 
passed by the House and assumed in 
House Concurrent Resolution 218. 

The budget resolution also assumes a 
$221 million reduction from the Presi
dent's budget or new construction and 
acquisition activities of the General 
Services Administration. Notwith
standing this reduction in budget au
thority, outlays are assumed in the 
resolution to be $125 million more than 
in the President's budget. While we 
support increased funding for GSA in 
this critical area, we are concerned 
about the possible source of those 
funds. 

In prior years, new construction 
funds came from the Federal Buildings 
Fund [FBF], with a modest direct ap
propriation to cover projected short
falls. GSA customarily did not request 
this shortfall, and relied on the appro
priation process to add the necessary 
funds. However, in the fiscal year 1995 
request, the administration has chosen 
to request $1.479 billion in general fund 
appropriations to fund capital invest
ment activities. The FBF is financed 
by rental payments by Federal agen
cies and it has been these payments 
which have, in the past, supported GSA 
construction and acquisition activities. 

Funding these via general fund ap
propriations is contrary to law, specifi
cally the Public Buildings Act of 1972, 
which established the FBF, and t:he 
committee has concerns regarding any 
changes to the FBF. 

Mr. Chairman, as I said at the outset, 
House Concurrent Resolution 218 is a 
good resolution. It is realistic and re
sponsive. It deserves our support and I 
urge its adoption. 

Mr. KOLBE. Madam Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Madam Chairman, I will be brief, be
cause I do want to reserve some time 

. for the rest of our debate and also we 
have a number of Members who want 
to talk about our budget. 

But I would like to begin by talking 
about the Republican budget alter
native that will be proposed, and we 
will have another hour of debate very 
specifically on the Kasich alternative. 

I would start by first of all commend
ing the chairman of the Committee on 
the Budget and his staff for the work 
that they have done and also tell them 
how much I appreciate the courtesy 
that he has extended to the minority 
members of the Cammi ttee on the 
Budget. 

I think the discussion that we had, 
the debate we had, and our opportunity 
to present our points of view and our 
ideas on the budget were fairly heard. 
It is not a surprise, I am sure, to any 
Member of this body to hear that, how
ever, we have serious disagreements 
with the kind of budget that we are 
looking at here. 

I think that we have a fundamental 
philosophical difference between the 

two budget alternatives before us. I say 
the two; I recognize the others, and I 
think they are important to have them 
debated. But I think in the end we are 
going to come down to a Republican 
budget alternative and the budget al
ternative of the budget that is pro
posed by the chairman of the commit
tee on behalf of the administration and 
the Democrats in this body. 

There is a fundamental difference, 
and I think there are three things that 
the Republican budget alternative does 
that, I think, are very important, that 
are not largely done in the Democratic 
alternative. 

The first and the most important is 
that we give significant tax relief to 
Middle America. We give it through 
the $500-per-child tax credit. Madam 
Chairman, that is one of the things 
that President Clinton, then candidate 
Clinton, campaigned on was giving tax 
relief to Middle America, and today we 
find the American family increasingly 
under assault. They are under assault 
in a very physical way. They are under 
assault as they find that their families 
are threatened, the security of their 
families is threatened, but they are 
also under assault economically. It is 
harder and harder for the American 
family to make ends meet. 

All of us as Members of this body 
have heard that from our constituents 
about how difficult it is to make ends 
meet, given the taxes they face today 
at the Federal level, the State level, 
and also at the local level, the high 
costs of owning a home, the high costs 
of health care, the high costs of educat
ing their children. 

We believe the American family 
needs tax relief. If we had just given an 
inflation adjustment over the years to 
the exemption, the deduction that we 
have for each child, today under the in
come taxes, it would be much higher, 
several times what it is today . 

We believe this tax deduction, this 
tax credit, that is in the Republican al
ternative is a way to give relief to the 
American family, and we do it now, 
and we can do it quickly. But we can 
do it without increasing the deficit or 
making it worse. 

Madam Chairman, in fact, we can do 
it and still make a more significant re
duction in the Federal deficit than is 
made under the Sabo budget initiative 
that we are going to be considering 
later. We do that. We make almost $150 
billion more in cuts in spending, and 
that is the second point I would make 
about our budget alternative. 

There is less spending in it. We do it 
by hard cuts, by making significant re
ductions in the actual spending that we 
do. We do it by making some hard deci
sions about programs for the future, 
and that is the third point that I would 
make. 

When we talk about reinventing gov
ernment, as we have heard this admin
istration talk a great deal about, we 

are actually doing something in that 
area. We are actual changing program. 
We are saying we are not going to have 
the programs, the new programs, at a 
time when our first priority has to be 
deficit reduction and getting this defi
cit under control. 

So in those three areas, I think we 
have made some fundamental changes. 

There is a fourth area that I think, 
and you might call it honesty in gov
ernment; the Republican budget alter
native actually accounts for the cost of 
the programs that we have been talk
ing about around here, the health care 
reform, the welfare reform, and the 
crime initiative. All of those, or at 
least our alternatives on those reforms, 
are included in our budget alternative. 

The Democratic budget is silent on 
those. There is nothing in here for 
health care reform. 

I know, I know, we have heard it 
said, it is a pay-go, it will have to pay 
for itself. But you are talking about 
the most massive change in the legisla
tion. The law of this land of a fun
damental program that we have ever 
talked about in this body in modern 
history. 

0 1250 
And none of that is included in the 

budget as to how that would be accom
modated and how that would be accom
plished. Ours does do that. Similarly, 
with welfare reform, we include the 
cost of that. Similarly, with crime, we 
have the money in there for those ini
tiatives. 

So our initiatives are included in 
here. We think this is an honest budg
et. We think it is one which bears look
ing at. We believe it is one which bears 
careful consideration. 

Madam Chairman, I reserve the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. SABO. Madam Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. BLACKWELL], a distin
guished member of our committee. 

Mr. BLACKWELL. Madam Chairman, 
I thank the gentleman for yielding this 
time to me. 

Madam Chairman, the choice in to
day's discussion, debate, and vote is 
very clear. 

It is a choice between the future and 
the past. It is a choice between failed 
policies that took this Nation to the 
brink of financial ruin and forward
looking policies that can restore Amer
ica to its rightful position. 

It is a choice between what is good 
for a few in America or what is best for 
all of America. It is a choice which we 
must prudently and carefully make. At 
issue is the destiny of this country and 
its people. . 

For 12 years, we increased military 
spending, gave tax cuts to the wealthy, 
and caused a dramatic shift in re
sources from the hands of many to the 
hands of a few. 

During that 12-year period, the defi
. cit grew, while investment in human 
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needs fell sharply. We are now in a pe
riod when it is time for investment to 
go up and for the deficit to go down. 
The President is committed to that 
goal. 

We have a choice today between a 
budget that proposes a $6.4 billion in
crease in defense spending, while cut
ting spending in most domestic pro
grams, and a budget that meets the 
spending caps in a less painful way. 

One budget would fund summer jobs. 
The other budget would eliminate the 
Summer Jobs Program entirely. One 
budget would fund Job Corps. The 
other budget would eliminate it. 

One budget would support the 
School-to-Work Program, one-stop ca
reer centers, Head Start, AIDS pro
grams, immunizations for our children, 
and legal services for the poor. The 
other budget would get rid of them. 

The budget of the past would repeal 
Davis-Bacon, raise the retirement age 
to 65, and eliminate AFDC support for 
legal aliens. The budget of the future 
forces no such changes. 

The budget of the future restores 
LIHEAP, preserves rapid transit oper
ating subsidies, and fully funds the 
Emergency Food Assistance Program. 

And, Madam Chairman, if I may be 
allowed to be practical and parochial, 
the budget of the past touches my city 
very directly, by eliminating operating 
funds for Amtrak and cutting the 
Northeast Corridor project. 

The budget of the future also touches 
my city very directly by increasing 
funding for homelessness, funding 
empowerment zones, maintaining the 
HOPE Program, and increasing funds 
for AIDS programs. 

The choices are clear. We can fall 
back in to a floundering economy from 
the past, or we can continue to experi
ence gradual growth through an econ
omy of the future. I intend to vote for 
the future. 

Mr. KOLBE. Madam Chairman, I 
would just say in response to the last 
speaker, before I yield, that I find it is 
a curious place here in Washington 
where we talk about slowing down 
spending increases as spending cuts. 

Madam Chairman, I yield 2 minutes 
to the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. 
lNHOFE] . 

Mr. INHOFE. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding this time to me. 

Madam Chairman, I appreciate the 
condescending confession of the pre
vious speaker that our President is not 
perfect. 

Madam Chairman, when I came into 
the Chamber, I was not planning to say 
anything, but one of the gentlemen, I 
believe, the gentleman from New Jer
sey, was talking about a balanced 
budget amendment. Let me make a few 
comments and say how that relates to 
our decision today. 

Madam Chairman, in my part of the 
country, we have a Member of Congress 
who quite often argues against the 

budget-balancing amendment, using 
the argument that those individuals 
who have been in charge of things 
know how to play the game and how to 
make things happen. That is just prob
ably the most compelling argument 
against or for the budget-balancing 
amendment. 

I believe, as the gentleman, Senator 
SIMON, made the comment the other 
day that the reason there were so many 
heroes at the Alamo is because there 
was no back door. That is exactly what 
a budget-balancing amendment would 
do, would be to close the back door and 
force us to do those things which we 
should do and are incapable of doing in 
Congress without a budget-balancing 
amendment. 

I served in the State senate on the 
appropriations committee for many 
years in the State of Oklahoma. We 
went through a lot of times when we 
would like to have spent more money, 
but we did not because we had a budg
et-balancing amendment. 

I was mayor of the city of Tulsa, and 
we had the same thing there. We lived 
within those confines of the revenues 
we had coming in. 

So I would like to at least remind us, 
as we are considering the Kasich bill, 
the Republican alternative, that I do 
not think it is going to pass, but let us 
look at the alternative. We hear a lot 
of comment on this side of the aisle as 
to what is going to happen if we pass 
the Kasich bill. Sure there are some 
things there I do not like. 

Let us stop and think about what 
would really happen: If we continue to 
do what we are doing today, to be to
tally fiscally irresponsible, as we have 
been for the last 40 years, my two 
grandchildren, who were born a year 
ago this month, during their lifetime 75 
percent of their incomes will be paid to 
service the debt that we are handing 
them. 

Today we have an opportunity to set 
a new course for this country, and I 
would like to challenge us, if we do not 
pass this today, then we are going to be 
coming back with a balanced budget 
amendment to force us to consider 
some of these difficult decisions, such 
as the decisions we should be making 
today. 

Mr. SABO. Madam Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to a distinguished member of 
our committee, a very thoughtful 
Member of the House and of the Com
mittee on the Budget, the gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. PRICE]. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Madam 
Chairman, last year we passed an his
toric budget resolution-reconciliation 
bill which started putting our fiscal 
house in order. 

Now, there were some naysayers, 
people who stood in the well of this 
House and gave dire predictions about 
the ruinous effects of this budget plan. 
They talked with doom and gloom 
about how the economy was going to 

fail because of what we were doing. 
And they did this despite the fact that 
our budget offered $70 billion more in 
deficit· reduction than its Republican 
competitor. 

Not surprisingly, we have not been 
hearing a lot of that talk lately, as 
business investment has gone up, hous
ing starts have gone up, unemployment 
has gone down. 

Representative KASICH last year even 
said that if this thing worked, maybe 
he would have to join the Democratic 
Party. So, I would like for him to know 
that the seat is warm over here. We 
have had some good economic news. We 
have gotten this deficit down, and if we 
can pass the budget resolution for 1995 
reported by the Budget Committee, we 
can keep the deficit on a downward 
path for the third year in a row. 

This budget resolution aims to re
duce the 1995 deficit to $175 billion. We 
need to remind ourselves that a year 
ago the estimate for the 1995 budget 
deficit was over $300 billion. So, we 
have reduced the projected deficit by 40 
percent in 1 year, partly because of the 
5-year budget plan and partly because 
of the economic recovery it has sup
ported. 

I am not implying that the work is 
done, but I am saying that we have 
made significant headway and we have 
got to continue. It is a welcome change 
for this Nation. We are going to con
tinue on this course despite the at
tempts by our opponents to muddy the 
waters. 

Last year I grew tired of hearing the 
charge that our budget provided no 
spending cuts. I stood in the well of 
this House and read a long list of the 
cuts that it called for. 

Well, this year President Clinton pro
posed terminating 115 Federal pro
grams and cutting 300 others below last 
year's dollar level. 

The Budget Committee has included 
most of these cuts in the budget resolu
tion, and if the Appropriations Com
mittees have different priorities, then 
they are going to have to find equiva
lent cuts or terminations to replace 
any that they do not agree with. 

Here are some of the terminations. 
Let me just read the list as far as time 
permits: 

Oilseed export subsidies, $50 million, 
terminated. 

Cooperative State Research Service 
earmarked buildings and facilities, $23 
million, terminated. 

Farmers Home Administration State 
Mediation grants, $3 million, termi
nated. 

Over 30 National Oceanic and Atmos
pheric Administration programs, total
ing over $50 million, terminated. 

NOAA aircraft procurement and mod
ernization, $43 million, terminated. 

The Navy CH- 53 heavy cargo heli
copter procurement, $250 million, ter
minated. 

The Spacelifter launch system devel
opment, $53.9 million, terminated. 
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A long list of education programs, 

terminated. 
Atomic vapor laser isotope separa

tion programs, uranium supply and en
richment program, $177 million, termi
nated. 

U.S. Geological Survey Water Re
sources Research Institutes, $6 million, 
terminated. 

BOM Minerals Institutes, $1.6 mil
lion, terminated. 

BIA community development busi
ness enterprise development. Program 
Grants, $4 million, terminated. 

NASA's long duration orbiter, $43 
million, terminated 

NASA's commercial experiment 
transporter, $15 million, terminated. 

NASA's advanced solid rocket motor, 
$178 million, terminated. 

State Department's bilateral science 
and technology program, $4.3 million, 
terminated. 

0 1300 
There are many more programs to

tally eliminated, but let me turn to the 
program reductions: 

The Soil Conservation Service's Re
source Conservation and Development 
program, reduced by $7 million. 

The Watershed and flood prevention 
operations, reduced by $242 million. 

The Agricultural conservation pro
gram, reduced by $95 million. 

The Market promotion program, re
duced by $25 million. 

FHA's multifamily housing loans, re
duced by $182 million. 

The Army Corps of Engineers general 
construction, reduced by $345 million. 

NOAA fleet modernization, reduced 
by $54 million. 

The Army's Kiowa Warrior Recon
naissance Helicopter, reduced by $114 
million. 

The Army Javelin Anti-Armor Mis
sile System, reduced by $76 million. 

The Army Multiple-Launch Rocket 
System, reduced by $193 million. 

Oceanographic ships, reduced by $109 
million. 

Air Force space boosters, reduced by 
$81 million. 

Army Apache Longbow anti-armor 
missile, reduced by $86 million. 

Department of Energy Nuclear reac
tor programs, reduced by $16 million. 

DOE nuclear weapons stockpile sup
port, reduced by $505 million. 

DOE nuclear weapons material sup
port, reduced by $146 million. 

The Heal th Care Financing Agency 
Research and Demonstrations, reduced 
by $17.4 million. 

HCF A Medicare contractors expendi
tures, reduced by $5 million. 

HCFA's health professions curricu
lum assistance program, reduced by $15 
million. 

Bureau of Reclamation construction, 
reduced by $67 million. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service con
struction, reduced by $39 million. 

National Park Service construction, 
reduced by $53 million. 

Mr. Chairman, we are reducing, we 
are terminating, not just the things 
that are easy to take cheap political 
shots at, but some things that require 
painful choices of this Nation's prior
ities. Nonetheless, Mr. Chairman, we 
are economizing, we are cutting back 
and we are targeting. We are reducing 
spending in this budget resolution and 
also redirecting spending to areas of 
greater national priority and greater 
economic payoff. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a good solid 
budget resolution. I urge my colleagues 
to support it. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. SMITH], a distinguished member of 
the Committee on the Budget. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, 
once again we have come to a point 
where Congress is faced with the deci
sion of how we will manage the Na
tion's pocketbook. 

It is important to remember that 
this is not our pocketbook, it is the 
people's and we are responsible to 
them. 

We are faced with two choices. 
We can sign on again to the status 

quo, to last year's bad deal that in
creased taxes and still has the deficit 
going up in the very near future. 

That is the Clinton budget. Last year 
it amounted to a step backwards, this 
year it amounts to standing still. 

The Clinton budget is as notable for 
what it does not contain as for the in
creased spending and taxes that it 
does. 

Look as hard as you want and you 
won't find the administration's number 
one priority-health care reform-any
where in here. 

According to the White House, it is 
supposed to save money; according to 
the Congressional Budget Office it will 
increase spending, but according to the 
President's budget it will do nothing at 
all-because it's not in here at all. 

Some have said health care is MIA in 
the President's budget. In fact it is 
AWOL-absent without leave-because 
a budget is the place for things that af
fect Federal spending. 

It is a place for priorities. Health 
care is merely the most expensive item 
the President talks about that is not in 
his budget, but it's not alone. 

The President's budget literally does 
not do what he says. The President has 
not put his money where his mouth is 
or his priori ties where his promises 
are. 

The right choice is a budget that 
does exactly what the Republican 
party is talking about. 

We do more than just talk about re
inventing government, crime control, 
health care reform, welfare reform, and 
deficit reduction. We budget for them. 

The Republican budget, for example, 
ups the Clinton ante on Federal em
ployee reductions by cutting 285,000 po
sitions over 5 years and does it without 

decimating the Nation's defense
where the bulk of President Clinton's 
personnel cu ts are hidden. 

In comparison to the Clinton budget, 
which cuts all Federal employee pay, 
we eliminate unnecessary workers 
rather than penalizing all of them. 

Yes, we are faced with two choices. 
If this were the American people de

ciding, I feel confident about what they 
would decide. 

Free from the blinders of partisan 
politics they would choose the plan 
that matches priorities to promises. 

Today it's a choice between the 
President's plan which backs up when 
it comes to his promises or the Repub
lican alternative that backs up our 
promises. 

I am voting for the Republican plan 
and against the President's and if the 
American people had a vote here they 
would too. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I yield my
self 2 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, I would just point out 
in response to the gentleman from 
North Carolina [Mr. PRICE], and I am 
sorry that he has left the floor here, 
but he was giving all the programs that 
were terminated, and yet in the last 
couple of days on H.R. 6 we had votes 
about terminating some of those pro
grams that were requested for termi
nation by the President. But, as re
ported out by the authorizing commit
tee, they are not terminated. We had 
specific amendments to terminate 
them, and by a very substantial margin 
we did not terminate any of those pro
grams. So, Mr. Chairman, the will of 
this body to even terminate the pro
grams that the President is talking 
about is not there. 

They talk about it. They list all the 
things that are being terminated. But 
when it comes to voting, Mr. Chair
man, they do not terminate any of 
them, so let us not kid ourselves that 
they are. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KYL. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I, too, 
want to comment on the statement of 
the gentleman from North Carolina 
[Mr. PRICE] who ran through a list of 
all the program terminations. I say to 
my colleagues, "You know it is incred
ible, but, when you add up the 110 pro
grams, and the gentleman from Ari
zona has just pointed out that this 
House has even rejected some of the 110 
programs, but when you add up the 110 
program terminations in the Presi
dent's budget, and I have said from the 
beginning it is the only part of the 
budget that represents some real 
change, those 110 programs save $670 
million." 

Mr. Chairman, that is millions. I did 
not say $670 billion. I said $670 million. 
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If the President had not sent his 

budget to Capitol Hill and had put the 
Government on automatic pilot, we 
would have lower deficits and lower 
spending than under this proposal. I 
say to my colleagues, "You can't 
change the facts, and the facts are that 
bragging about saving less than $1 bil
lion as representing some kind of a 
breakthrough in this town, and then 
realizing the House is systematically 
rejecting even those minuscule sav
ings, really shows us the kind of trou
ble we're in in this country." 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Utah 
[Mr. ORTON], a distinguished member of 
our committee, a very thoughtful 
member. 

Mr. ORTON. Mr. Chairman, in con
sidering this year's budget resolution, 
it is important to note what is and is 
not possible to include in a budget res
olution which will not be followed by 
subsequent reconciliation legislation. 
While the Budget Cammi ttee may in
crease, decrease, or maintain current 
levels of spending on discretionary 
spending programs through the budget 
resolution, any comprehensive change 
in mandatory spending programs or 
budget process reform would require 
separate legislation to accomplish. In 
order to ensure that such legislation 
would be acted upon, the budget resolu
tion could call for specific committees 
to report language back to the Budget 
Committee in what is called budget 
reconciliation. I am disappointed with 
the decision not to enact a reconcili
ation bill which could further reduce 
the deficit through reductions in man
datory spending programs and further 
reforms of the budget process. 

Since there will be no reconciliation, 
however, I believe that this committee 
was successful in accomplishing as 
much as it could within the budget res
olution alone. The major issue facing 
the committee this year was whether 
to stay within the discretionary spend
ing caps, or raise the caps and increase 
discretionary spending and therefore 
the deficit, or lower the caps and de
crease spending and therefore further 
reduce the deficit. While I oppose rais
ing the caps, and favor lowering them, 
I am pleased that the committee 
stayed within the 5-year hard freeze on 
discretionary spending and the pay-as
you-go framework . We have kept faith 
with the commitment set forth in the 
1994 budget resolution and reconcili
ation for real deficit reduction. 

Once the committee agreed upon 
overall spending within the discre
tionary caps, the second issue we faced 
was reallocation of scarce discre
tionary funds toward new national pri
orities. The committee appropriately 
followed the President's lead by shift
ing priorities to reinvestment in infra
structure and people ; including an in
crease in education spending, while 
protecting other priorities such as ha-

tional defense. In addition to readjust
ing spending priorities, we have cut 
several wasteful programs that do not 
work and shifted funding to programs 
that do work. 

While I may not agree with every 
specific line item of this budget resolu
tion, I do believe that it is on the right 
track. I am proud of the progress to
ward deficit reduction we have made in 
the last two budget resolutions. When I 
was first elected to Congress 3 years 
ago, the Federal deficit was $290 bil
lion. This year the deficit will be $175 

, billion. that is a 40-percent reduction, 
the first time the deficit has fallen 4 
consecutive years since President Tru
man's term in the 1940's. However, the 
bulk of deficit reduction has evolved 
from cuts in discretionary spending, 
primarily defense, increased taxes on 
the wealthy, and lower interest rates. 

It is clear that we cannot balance the 
budget through cuts in discretionary 
spending alone. All discretionary 
spending, including defense, accounts 
for only 35 percent of Federal outlays, 
and interest on the national debt con
sumes another 14 percent. Without sub
stantial new tax increases, which I op
pose, it will be impossible to achieve 
long-term deficit reduction unless we 
reduce mandatory spending on social 
programs which comprises the remain
ing 51 percent of Federal outlays. 

In an effort to begin progress on re
ducing mandatory spending, our com
mittee included in the resolution a 
sense of the Congress provision which 
calls upon the House to consider subse
quent legislation to: First, provide en
forceable limits to control the growth 
of entitlement or mandatory spending; 
second, amend the Budget Enforcement 
Act to require emergency and disaster 
assistance to be paid for without in
creasing the deficit; and, third, grant 
the President expedited rescission or 
line-item veto authority. Last year, 
the full House adopted an expedited re
scission bill and a bill to place limits 
on the growth of entitlement spending. 
However, the legislation has not yet 
been considered by the Senate. The 
President adopted the limits on enti
tlement growth in Executive order in 
1993. 

While this represents substantial 
progress, it is not yet enough. I believe 
the time has come for means testing of 
all Federal entitlement programs. We 
should not continue to distribute enti
tlement benefits to wealthy individuals 
in the highest income brackets. In ad
dition, it is time to reevaluate the for
mula used to calculate the consumer 
price index [CPI] to determine whether 
it overstates inflation. Many portions 
of the budget, both outlays and reve
nues, are indexed to inflation as deter
mined by the CPI. A very small error 
in the CPI may translate into billions 
of dollars of Federal deficits in future 
years. The committee report, there
fore, includes a recommendation to 

complete an evaluation of the CPI 
within 1 year. We also included a provi
sion to eliminate baseline budgeting 
which has been used to portray policies 
that would simply slow down the in
crease in spending as actual spending 
reductions. In the future, the starting 
point for deliberations on a budget res
olution should be the actual spending 
levels for the current year, not what 
would be spent in the future if policies 
remain unchanged and inflation in
creased. 

Health care services represent the 
most rapidly growing segment of the 
Federal budget and must be contained 
if there is to be any hope of long-term 
deficit reduction. While the Congress 
debates the course of health care re
form, it is impossible to determine or 
even estimate the ultimate costs or 
savings to be achieved. Therefore, the 
committee included language to re
quire that whatever legislation is ulti
mately adopted must be treated as part 
of the Federal budget and must meet 
the pay-as-you-go requirements, which 
means it must be paid for and cannot 
result in increased deficit spending. 

It is clear that Congress has heard 
the message from the people to reduce 
Federal deficit spending. However, 
rather than eliminating programs 
which can no longer be funded, Con
gress has used mandates to merely 
shift the burden of paying for those 
programs onto State and local govern
ments. I am delighted that the com
mittee included a sense of the Congress 
provision to prevent unfunded Federal 
mandates and to require the costs of 
mandates to be considered when delib
erating authorizing legislation. 

Finally, I . believe that it is impera
tive to amend the Budget Enforcement 
Act of 1990 to reform the budget proc
ess to include biennial budgeting, a 
unified operating and capital budget, 
sunset authority, expedited rescission 
authority, performance-based budget
ing, and incremental-based budgeting. 
These provisions are outlined in H.R. 
1138, the Comprehensive Budget Proc
ess Reform Act of 1993, which I filed in 
both the 102d and 103d Congresses. 
When combined with a balanced budget 
constitutional amendment, these proc
ess ref arms will provide Congress with 
the tools to evaluate priorities and 
make the difficult decisions necessary 
to reduce deficit spending and balance 
the Federal budget. 

The course has been charted, we have 
taken bold steps and accomplished 
much. But we are not yet finished. As 
the poet, Robert Frost wrote, we have 
promises to keep and miles to go before 
we sleep. I urge my colleagues to sup
port the budget resolution and con
tinue to follow the course. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. MILLER], a 
member of the Committee on the Budg
et. 
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Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, last year the President and 
Democrats in Congress proposed and 
enacted the largest tax increase in his
tory. Republicans offered an alter
native budget that cut spending first 
without raising taxes. 

Poll after poll shows that the vast 
majority of American citizens continue 
to prefer less spending and lower taxes 
to more of the same. The Democrats' 
budget last year did exactly the oppo
site: it dramatically increased taxes 
and spending. The new Democrat, it 
turns out, is the same as the old tax
and-spend Democrats. 

The President's budget this year 
maintains the status quo. It is not re
markable for what it includes, but for 
what it lacks. 

Most remarkable of all, the Presi
dent's own budget does not contain the 
President's own health care plan. The 
largest Government-run social program 
in history, commandeering one-seventh 
of the American economy, adding an 
estimated $1.2 trillion and hundreds of 
billions in new taxes to the Federal 
budget-it is not in there . Neither is 
welfare reform. Or tough crime reform. 
Candidate Clinton promised all of these 
things. President Clinton's budget con
tains none of them. 

Just as we did last year, the Repub
licans on the Budget Committee have 
come up with a better alternative to 
the status quo. Instead of increasing 
the size of government, we downsize 
government. Instead of raising taxes, 
we cut the tax bill for families and 
businesses. Instead of empty promises 
of change, 'we do it. 

Honest health care reform does not 
have to create a massive Federal bu
reaucracy. We can control costs and 
improve coverage without undermining 
the quality of the best system in the 
world. Our budget proposal gives Amer
icans what they want from reform: 
elimination of preexisting condition re
strictions, portability, comprehensive 
malpractice reform, and medical sav
ings accounts. 

Our budget also funds comprehensive 
welfare and crime reforms. All paid for 
by cuts in the size of government. We 
pay for reform, and we reduce the defi
cit by $153 billion more than the Demo
crat budget offers. That is real change. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gentle
woman from California [Ms. WOOLSEY], 
a freshman Member and a member of 
the Committee on the Budget. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, I op
pose the Kasich and Solomon sub
stitutes for a number of reasons, in

-eluding the fact that they contain the 
Republican welfare reform proposal. 

Mr. Chairman, I differ from every 
other Member of this House because I 
am the only Member of Congress to 
have been a welfare mother. So my 
opinions are not based on theory. They 
are based on real-life experience. 

The Republican budget, which in
cludes welfare reform, takes a com
plicated, emotionally charged social 
problem and puts forward a simplistic 
and punitive answer. 

And they do this without the benefit 
of any debate here in the House of Rep
resen ta ti ves. 

Their bills says that the two causes 
of welfare are illegitimacy and 
non work. 

Mr. Chairman, this concept is illegit
imate and it will not work. 

The real issue is how to make it pos
sible for poor single parents, like I was, 
to support their families and get off 
welfare permanently. 

This bill does nothing to address 
that. It doesn't give families the tools 
to make themselves self-sufficient-no 
guaranteed health care, child support, 
no job creation. It simply punishes peo
ple for being poor. 

In a recently released bipartisan sur
vey, just 7 percent of Americans choose 
saving taxpayers money as a top goal 
for welfare reform, way behind every 
other option. 

By more than 5 to 1, Americans favor 
reforms that help people leave welfare 
once and for all. But, the Kasich and 
Solomon proposals do not do that. 
They penalize children in order to cut 
the budget. So, Mr. Chairman, the ill
conceived Kasich and Solomon sub
stitutes are way out of touch with the 
beliefs of the American public. 

To do welfare reform right, it will re
quire an up-front investment to 
achieve long-term gains. 

I urge my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle to come up to speed 
with the rest of the country, and I urge 
everyone to vote against the Kasich 
and/or Solomon substitute. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, before I 
yield time to the next speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume 
just to point out to the Members that 
we should be aware that for the pre
vious speaker's district, the Sixth Dis
trict of California, our budget alter
native would provide $,56.8 million in 
family tax relief. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentlewoman from Florida [Mrs. FOWL
ER]. 

Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today to express my strong support for 
the Kasich amendment. 

The time is long overdue for this 
body to face up to our Nation's real 
needs and act responsibly to address 
them. 

The Kasich amendment does just 
that. It reduces the Federal deficit by a 
further $152 billion below the Clinton 
budget, yet still provides real tax relief 
for American families with a $500-per
child tax credit. 

It emphasizes the issues that Ameri
cans care about most: Crime control, 
heal th care reform, and welfare reform. 

And, as opposed to the Clinton plan, 
it restores sense to our national secu-

rity budget by providing an additional 
$60 billion over 5 years for defense. 
These funds will give us the force 
structure we really need to success
fully address and win two major re
gional contingencies. 

Mr. Chairman, the Kasich budget will 
require some sacrifice. Frankly, it con
tains items that I would prefer were 
not there. But we can no longer run 
from this country's deficit monster. We 
must vote for responsible government. 
We must vote for the Kasich plan. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield the 
balance of my time on this segment to 
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
OBEY], chairman of the Joint Economic 
Committee, for the purpose of debate 
on economic goals and policy, and I ask 
unanimous consent that he be allowed 
to control that time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, before 

the gentleman begins, may I inquire as 
to how much time remains on each 
side? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] has 28 min
utes remaining, the gentleman from 
Arizona [Mr. KOLBE] has 3 minutes re
maining, and the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. SAXTON] has 15 minutes re
maining. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY]. 

Mr. OBEY. I yield myself 15 minutes. 
Mr. Chairman, I heard one of our 

friends on the minority side of the aisle 
say a bit ago that he had not heard of 
any economists who suggested that the 
budget that we passed last year had 
made a contribution to economic 
growth in the previous year. I would 
simply suggest that he and I were both 
at a hearing when we heard Alan 
Greenspan, Chairman of the Federal 
Reserve, say just that. 

In fact, quoting Mr. Greenspan, he 
said this: 

The underlying long-term economic out
look in this country is improving quite 
measurably, and indeed I don't recall as good 
an underlying base for the long-term outlook 
that we had today in the last 2 or 3 decades. 

Then he went on to describe the role 
of last year's budget package in pro
moting lower long-term interest rates 
to facilitate growth. 

Chairman Greenspan is far from 
alone in that assessment. I would like 
to review that point as to why he and 
so many other economists are so posi
tive about the long-term outlook fac
ing this country today. 

Despite all the good news we have on 
the economy, I recognize that there are 
some of our friends on the Republican 
side of the aisle whose tendency seems 
to be to say, "Well, with so many silver 
linings, there must be a cloud around 
here somewhere. " But the fact is that 
I think the sky looks pretty bright. 
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One of the major reasons for the im

proving economy is that we did have a 
tough deficit reduction package en
acted by the Congress last year. This 
chart demonstrates, for instance, that 
in January 1993, President Bush esti
mated that the deficit for California 
1993 would be $327 billion. That dropped 
to $255 billion in actuality by October 1 
of last year. The deficit for 1994 is ex
pected to be $223 billion, and it is pro
jected by CBO to be $171 billion for fis
cal year 1995. That is a 40-percent re
duction below just 3 years ago. It rep
resents the first time since the end of 
World War II under Harry Truman 
when we will have had 3 successive 
years of deficit reduction. 

Now, that is not perfect, but it is a 
whole lot better than we saw all 
through the eighties under the policies 
that this Congress ill-advisedly sup
ported at that time, policies promoted 
by the two prior administrations. 

Mr. Chairman, if you take a look at 
the deficit as a percentage of the econ
omy, you see that in 1979, before Ron
ald Reagan walked in to the White 
House, the deficit was 1.7 percent of 
GDP. It went up to a high of 6.3 percent 
in 1983, and bounced around since then. 
In 1992 it was 4.8 of GDP. It is projected 
to be 2.4 percent of GDP by 1995. Again, 
that is a very large reduction, a drop of 
62 percent from the 1983 peak. 

One reason for that decline is that we 
had a budget passed by this House 
which cut 500 programs below the pre
vious year's spending level. I just heard 
a speaker on this side of the aisle say 
only in Washington would you talk 
about a cut in growth of a program as 
being a spending cut. Well, that is not 
what I am talking about. 

The budget that was adopted last 
year cut 500 programs below the pre
vious year's spending level, for a total 
savings of $34 billion. 

The President is suggesting that we 
terminate an additional 100 programs 
this year, and suggesting that we cut 
spending below existing spending levels 
for 200 others. 

Now, Congress will not accept every 
one of those as the President has sug
gested, but they will accept an awful 
lot of them, and we will hit those 
spending reduction targets. 

I would also point out that as part of 
that deficit reduction package passed 
by the Congress last year, we also did 
raise revenues by imposing income tax 
increases on 1.4 million taxpayers earn
ing more than $140 thousand in ad
justed gross income, or the 1.2 percent 
to the wealthiest Americans in this so
ciety. 

At the same time, we cut taxes for 
over 15 million people because of our 
action to expand the earned income tax 
credit. CBO estimates when that tax 
credit is phased in fully, that 21 million 
families in this country will be eligible 
for a tax reduction, a 42 percent in
crease in eligibility. 

In assessing the net impact of those 
tax policies, Kiplinger's Personal Fi
nance Magazine last fall said: 

About 110 million Americans will file indi
vidual tax returns next spring. On 108 mil
lion of them, taxes will take a smaller bite 
than they did last year. That is right, small-
er. 

In fact, the only tax that fell on 
working age Americans last year who 
earned less than $140 thousand was the 
4.3-cent gas tax increase. But as this 
chart demonstrates, the drop in oil 
prices since that time has more than 
fully wiped out the effect on the 
consumer of that tax increase. 

Before the gas tax went into effect, 
the price of a gallon of gas was averag
ing $1.08. After it was averaging $1.13. 
Today it is averaging not quite $1.07. 
What that demonstrates is with price 
reductions wiping out the impact of 
even that tax, that the tax burden of 
last year's action is falling where it 
was intended to fall, on the top 1.2 per
cent of Americans who belong to fami
lies who make more than $140 thousand 
a year. And I make absolutely no apol
ogy for that whatsoever. That is ele
mental justice and it helped reduce the 
deficit and was well worth it. 

As a result of what we did in the 
budget, and a lot of other actions, eco
nomic growth is accelerating. As this 
chart demonstrates, economic growth 
expanded at a much greater rate in 
each of the last four quarters, and the 
blue chip forecast for the next year is 
that the economy will grow at about a 
3.6 percent rate. That again is not bad. 
And that growth is based on solid in
vestment trends. If you take a look at 
what is happening to industrial growth 
in this country, industrial production, 
1993 was the best year we had in the 
last five, with 4.2 percent increase in 
industrial production. Again, not per
fect, but a whole lot better than we 
saw in the last 4 years. 

If you want to turn to the unemploy
ment figures, we have had a steady de
cline in the unemployment rate, drop
ping from 7.7 percent in January 1993 to 
6.5 percent today. From January to 
January, that is the fastest 1-year drop 
in unemployment in 6 years. And the 
improvement can be seen also in the 
total number of jobs in the private sec
tor. Not the public sector, private sec
tor jobs. Good old capitalist jobs. If 
you take a look at the numbers, you 
see from January of 1989 to January of 
1993, which happens to be the 4 years of 
the previous President's term, there 
was a total increase in jobs of one mil
lion. From January 1993 to February 
1994, there has been a 1.9 million in
crease in the number of jobs in this 
country. Again, not perfect, but it is a 
far cry from the crunch that people 
were experiencing on the job front be
fore the Congress took the action that 
it took last year. 

I would point out this economic 
growth is not being bought with infla-

tion. We have had 3 years of declining 
inflation. This chart demonstrates that 
we had 3.1 percent inflation in 1991, 2.9 
percent in 1992, 2.7 percent last year. 
That is the lowest 3-year average in 30 
years. The lowest 3-year average in 30 
years. 

In January 1994, the Consumer Price 
Index increase was zero. And I would 
suggest that the performance of the 
American economy is even more im
pressive and striking when you con
sider how slow the economic rate of 
growth has been in the rest of the 
world. In fact, when you consider that 
a good portion of the world last year 
was in a significant recession. 

So we are experiencing, in my judg
ment, some good short-term success 
with the economy. The deficit is head
ed in the right direction, along with 
virtually all other economic trends. 
But we still need to do more. 

The economy is still plagued by the 
burdens of the eighties, and we still 
face a major challenge in restoring in
come growth and jobs for many Ameri
cans, especially those without a college 
education. 

The following chart shows that we 
have had an increase in real average 
weekly earnings for the average Amer
ican family for the first time in more 
than 5 years. That is the primary prob
lem that we have had in this economy. 
If you take a look at what real family 
income is today, you will see in fact 
that in 1979, real earnings were $302 a 
week. Sixteen percent above last year's 
level. And if you take a look at the 
long-term history of the economy, you 
will see that in fact real earnings 
peaked 20 years ago, in 1973, at $315 a 
week, 19 percent above 1993 levels. So · 
that is the subject we need to be talk
ing about on a bipartisan basis. We 
need to recognize the fact that this 
economy has been in trouble in terms 
of our ability to produce a growing 
wage environment for families for a 
good 20 years under administrations of 
both parties. And what we ought to be 
doing, instead of shooting at each 
other in a partisan way, is figuring out 
ways to really attack that problem. We 
have had a good turnaround this year. 
Thank God, the first time in 6 years we 
have had an increase in real average 
wages. But that is not good enough for 
us. We have got to do more. 

0 1330 
We should remember that the squeeze 

on workers' wages in this country has 
been focused primarily on noncollege 
educated workers, and that is why we 
agree with the President that we have 
to have the right balance in our eco
nomic policy between deficit reduction 
and continued long-term investments 
over the next 10 years in education and 
training to improve the chances of peo
ple who do not have a college education 
to participate in the economic prosper
ity of this country. 
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Yet we have a threat to that invest

ment facing us today in the form of the 
Kasich amendment. When we debated 
NAFTA, I stood on this floor and I 
asked the following question. I said, I 
recognize that the President has the 
support of many of our friends on the 
Republican side of the aisle for the 
NAFTA proposal. But we all recognized 
there would be some job dislocation 
from that package. 

I asked the question, would they be 
there supporting us when we were try
ing to make the needed investments in 
education and training to counteract 
the job loss that we were going to be 
facing under NAFTA for certain work
ers in this society? Today we have 
their answer. The answer is apparently 
no. Because if Members take a look at 

. the Kasich amendment, they will see 
that it virtually eliminates all possi
bility for increased investment in the 
very job training that we need, not 
only to deal with the effect of NAFTA 
but to deal with the effect in general of 
America's economy moving into an 
international economy which is very, 
very competitive and which is very, 
very tough on workers with the least 
education and least training. 

So I think, in short, that we can be 
proud of the short-term economic 
progress we have made. But we still 
have a significant long-term challenge 
ahead. The budget before us tries to 
meet that challenge. 

It tries to do as much as possible, 
while still struggling with the debt 
overhang left from the 1980's and the 
continuing problems of converting 
from a cold war defense posture. 

The best thing we can do is to con
tinue our determination to produce or
derly, consistent reductions in the defi
cit, mixed with the right investments 
to produce long-term economic growth. 
We want to bring down that deficit. 
But deficit reduction alone, as Jack 
Kemp used to remind us, is not an eco
nomic policy. 

We must produce the kind of eco
nomic growth and equity and sharing 
so that that growth produces a more 
secure society for all. 

I believe we ought to heed the words 
of Herb Stein, the chairman ·of Presi
dent Nixon's Council of Economic Ad
visers, who said this recently: 

The Federal debt is a small part of what we 
pass on to th e fu t ure. We decide , mainly by 
our private savings, investment and re
search, what conditions for productivity and 
income we bequeath to our children and our 
grandchildren. Also by public policy, we are 
determining many of the conditions in which 
our descendants will live . If we can leave our 
children a country free of the dangers of war, 
wi th safe streets, reduced racial hostility, 
fewer miserable urban ghettos and elevated 
culture , we will not have to apologize. 

That is the purpose of the budget 
here today, to both reduce the debt 
overhang that this country built up 
under the misguided policies of the 
1980's and to return to a policy of long-

term prudent investment, both private 
and public, in the things that will 
make this economy strong and will 
prepare us, God help us if we ever have 
to, will prepare us to economically sup
port a military effort of large dimen
sions, if we are ever called upon again 
in our history to launch one. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 5 minutes. 

I would just like to say to the gen
tleman from Wisconsin that I share his 
desire to see real economic growth in 
our country. And whether we have a 
Republican President or a Democratic 
President makes little difference to 
me, as it does the American people. 

We are interested in getting people 
back to work, but that does not mean 
that I agree with the thrust of the gen
tleman's remarks. In fact, I quite 
strongly disagree. I am sure the gen
tleman is not too surprised at that. 

Obviously, the gentleman pointed out 
that some of us see some clouds on the 
horizon and that is true. We see some 
clouds on the horizon, because we know 
that there is something different about 
this recovery. We know that the one 
thing that we can point to that is quite 
different about this recovery is that 
during it, we increased taxes twice. 
And because of that, during my open
ing statements, I pointed out, because 
of that the recovery has been slow and 
sluggish and about half as strong as re
coveries that took place after every 
other recession since 1950. 

So we are interested in getting peo
ple back to work, and that is a goal 
that we share. We differ on how to do 
that . 

The gentleman also spoke at some 
length and eloquently about the 
progress that has been made with re
gard to deficit reduction. I would like 
to just point out to the gentleman that 
I recall very vividly being here on the 
floor of this House in July 1990, and 
having the leadership of the House and 
the Senate and the President's budget 
people return from Andrews Air Force 
Base. 

And they said, "We have made a deal. 
We have got to increase taxes because 
our CBO forecasters in CBO say that by 
1995, we are going to have $142 billion 
of deficit, if we don't increase taxes." 
This year CBO projections for fiscal 
year 1995 are $171 billion in deficit. 

What happened in the meantime? We 
have raised taxes twice. In 1990, we 
raised taxes by $130 billion, and in 1993, 
we raised taxes by $16 billion. And the 
projected deficit for 1995, instead of 
being $142 billion, which was what was 
projected in 1990 for 1995, is going to be 
$171 billion. I do not call that progress, 
Mr. Chairman. I call that more deficit 
than we had projected prior to these 
two humongous tax increases, which 
have slowed the economy in the mean
time. 

Mr. Chairman, I share the gentle
man's desire, and I share the gentle
man's optimism, perhaps, about the fu
ture, but we have got to put in place 
some additional economic incentives, if 
we are really going to get the kind of 
growth that we need subsequent to a 
recession. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SAXTON. I yield to the gen
tleman from Ohio . 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding to me. 

There are a number of items we are 
going back and trying to check, wheth
er 500 programs were cut last year. 

We are going to check that. I can tell 
my colleagues that the 110 programs 
that the administration has proposed 
cutting this year totals again $670 mil
lion. It is the only real change in the 
Clinton budget. And one more time, if 
Clinton had not sent his budget, we 
would have lower deficits than if we 
put the Government on automatic 
pilot. 

What I would say is, the President 
deserves credit for coming into office 
and trying to aggressively seize an 
agenda. But what we would find, if we 
looked deeper into the economic evi
dence, is that we have seen interest 
rates significantly decline since about 
1990. 

What I would say is, like the 1990 tax 
and spend bill, which Republicans in 
the bulk opposed, I do not want to say 
the bulk, which a number of us op
posed, including me, for the simple rea
son that the tax and spend does not 
work. Investing in Government does 
not work. It did not work then. And 
the difficulty that we have right now is 
that long-term interest rates are at 
their highest level in a year. Short
term interest rates are at the highest 
level they have been in 2 years. 

What we are fearful of is that raising 
taxes, raising spending, and this really 
curious idea that if we invest in the 
Government that somehow that is 
going to solve our unemployment prob
lems. We have been investing in these 
Government programs for about 40 
years. What we suggest, under our 
plan, is that the people in Ohio and Ar
izona and New Jersey, who run these 
programs, are not stupid, that they do 
not think that Federal bureaucrats 
ought to be the ones that tell them 
how to job train people in their areas. 

If we want to invest in Washington, 
more for Washington, less for the 
States, fine. We give Members a clear 
choice. What our concern is is that, 
and it is a clear philosophical dif
ference, if Members think that we are 
going to be guaranteed economic secu
rity in this country with higher taxes 
and higher spending and more regula
tion, then we have to pick that choice. 

0 1340 
What we will find is that program 

will in fact not work and guarantee the 
most prosperity for our Nation. 
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Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Arizona 
[Mr. KOLBE]. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I just 
want to comment on some things the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] 
said. He said the Republicans find a 
dark cloud behind a silver lining. 

We are glad that a recovery is under
way. That recovery started in March 
1991, 21 months before the previous ad
ministration left off, but in fact it has 
been a subpar recovery. Look at it. 

If you look at four quarters, the last 
four quarters of the previous recoveries 
in 1954, 1958, 1961, 1970, 1975, and 1982, 
there was an average of 5.8 percent eco
nomic growth. This one, it has been 1. 7 
percent. 

For eight quarters it is 4.6 percent 
for those previous recoveries. This one 
was 2.5 percent. If we look at the whole 
time of 11 quarters, on average it was 
4.4 percent. This time it has been 2.7 
percent. That is because of the tax in
creases in 1990, which some of us on 
this side of the aisle opposed. That is 
going to be exacerbated by the tax in
creases we just enacted last year. 

If we look at it in terms of jobs, in 
1991 we created 2.3 million new jobs, 
whereas the 1982 recovery was 7.9 mil
lion new jobs, and in 1975, 7.2 million 
new jobs. This is a subpar recovery. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my
self 4 minutes and 30 seconds. 

Mr. Chairman, I am really not espe
cially interested in reviewing old his
tory. I am more than willing, if people 
want to do that. I am more than fully 
prepared. It seems to me there is not 
much benefit that accrues to the coun
try when that happens. 

Mr. Chairman, I would simply ob
serve that we can debate whether this 
is a slower recovery than past recover
ies or whether it is not. Of course, it is, 
because the country was so crippled by 
the huge debt overhang left to us by 
the policies of previous Congresses and 
previous administrations that we have 
not had the ability available to the 
Government to stimulate the economy 
the way the administrations were able 
to stimulate the economy in past re
cessions. 

We also were not in a world economy 
which was collapsing around us in past 
recessions, because America did not 
trade very much 10 and 20 years ago. 
We do today, so we are very much af
fected by what happens around us. Our 
economy will not really begin to grow 
as fast as it ought to grow until the 
economies of Japan and Germany re
covery, so we can begin again selling to 
them many more American goods that 
we would like to send. 

Mr. Chairman, I would simply make 
the point that if we want to debate 
Bush versus Clinton, I think the record 
is pretty clear. Most of the job growth 
by far that has occurred since the end 
of the recession occurred under Presi
dent Clinton's watch. 

I would also point out, despite the 
references that I hear continuously to 
higher taxes, there are no taxes in this 
budget resolution. This budget resolu
tion is not raising taxes. 

Mr. Chairman, I think we can com
pare the kind of tax code that our 
party prefers with the kind of tax code 
our friends on the other side of the 
aisle seem to prefer, because the lion's 
share of our tax increases last year 
were focused on those who made more 
than $140,000 a year, and the tax cuts 
were focused on those who made less 
than $26,000 a year. 

If we take a look at what I under
stand to be the Republican proposal 
today, it says if a person makes 
$200,000, they can continue to get the 
tax break which they are talking 
about, but if a person makes $15,000, 
they cannot. I do not find that a very 
persuasive distribution of burden out 
in the public marketplace. I would be 
happy to allow the public to decide 
what they think about that. 

Mr. Chairman, I would also like to 
respond to the suggestion that we are 
investing in the Government. Nobody 
is investing in the Government. We are 
trying to invest in people. 

What we are trying to do is invest in 
kids by way of education. What we are 
trying to do is invest in science by way 
of health research and other scientific 
research, so we can stay on the cutting 
edge of technology; so that new jobs 
because of new manufacturing proc
esses and new jobs because of new sci
entific breakthroughs go to Americans 
rather than to somebody else. 

What we are trying to do, Mr. Chair
man, is invest in the physical infra
structure which must be modernized if 
any community is to provide a decent 
condition under which our economy is 
to grow. 

Our communities need decent sewer 
and water. Our communities and our 
States need decent highways and tran
sit systems. That is what we have in 
the President's budget, a careful bal
ance between deficit reduction and 
those kinds of investments. 

Mr. Chairman, we have two bridges a 
day that fall down in this country. 
Would it not be nice if we started fix
ing them at the rate that we are capa
ble of doing? 

We are in the midst of defense con
version, where areas who employ peo
ple in defense plants are being squeezed 
to the marrow because of cutbacks in 
the military budget. Would it not be 
nice if we were giving people additional 
things to do in this economy, as we did 
at the end of World War II? 

We are not doing nearly enough of 
that. We do not, frankly, do enough of 
that in this budget, but we are doing 
the best we can under budget con
straints. I think there needs to be no 
apology made for that. 

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, I would 
just point out very briefly that the tax 
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credit that the gentleman mentioned 
that is in the so-called Kasich budget 
does not provide a $500 per child tax 
credit to Americans who qualify , and is 
meaningful or is meaningless , as one 
wants to put it . In the gentleman's own 
district, it would mean $62 million tax 
credits to families that live in the gen
tleman's district. Mr. Chairman, I 
think that is quite meaningful. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I would 
ask of the gentleman from New Jersey 
[Mr. SAXTON], is it not true that the 
gentleman's credit is not refundable, so 
therefore does not go to low-income 
people in this country? 

Mr. SAXTON. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. OBEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, I would 
say to the gentleman it is not refund
able; that is correct. 

Mr. OBEY. I thank the gentleman. 
That proves my point. 

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. KASICH]. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I find it 
curious that the gentleman would 
argue that a family in his district with 
an income of $25,000, a family of four , 
should not get a $2,000 tax credit. I 
would find it curious that the gen
tleman does not support that, but I 
would say to the gentleman that I 
agree with him, that the real key is 
how do we keep the recovery going. 

Is it not amazing that the Republican 
proposal that the gentleman does not 
like reduces the deficit by $150 billion 
more in deficit reduction by streamlin
ing Government, and at the same time 
gives that long-promised tax credit? 
That longtime middle-income tax 
promise that the President has made 
and retreated from, we deliver it. 

Mr. Chairman, I would suggest to the 
gentleman that we are not only reduc
ing deficits by more than he is, but at 
the same time we give a piece of that 
to middle-income families. Of course, 
the bottom line is how do we keep the 
recovery going? Do we keep it going by 
investing in Washington bureaucracy, 
or do we do it by reducing deficits, pro
viding incentives for business, and tax 
relief for families? 

That is really the question. That is 
what it is going to come down to to
morrow, and that is what the American 
people are going to have to judge. Do 
they want to invest more in ·the Wash
ington bureaucracy, or do they want to 
give more to States and give more to 
individuals, provide incentives for busi
ness, and cut the deficit more? 

I think the choice is clear. I think 
the American people, if they could vote 
a national referendum, would elect this 
thing overwhelmingly. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. BUYER]. 
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Mr. BUYER. Mr. Chairman, the budg
et proposed by President Clinton is 
merely a continuation of the deafness 
to the demands of the American people 
to cut spending first. The President has 
promised lower Federal spending and 
greater deficit reduction but instead 
has given us a framework for increas
ing the Federal debt by over $1.5 tril
lion during the next 5 years. I am dis
appointed that President Clinton has 
given us more of the same-big govern
ment and more Federal spending that 
takes money out of the pockets of 
hard-working families. 

The President's budget should be 
measured both for what it says and for 
what it does not say. It says that it 
"holds the line on deficits." It says 
that it reduces Federal spending by 
meeting the aiscretionary spending 
caps and lower entitlement spending. It 
also claims to have the much-vaunted 
health care guarantees and crime re
form. However, the plan is far from the 
requests from Hoosier families to cut 
spending first. 

President Clinton's budget increases 
spending by $370 billion over 5 years 
and increases the long-term deficit by 
$365 billion by 2004-all while gouging 
Defense by $136 billion, which still 
leaves a $20 billion shortfall from the 
DOD's bottom-up review. The Presi
dent's budget also only marginally 
identifies the fiscal effects of health 
care reform, which is questionably paid 
for by the levying of increased taxes on 
top of last year's tax increases. Next, 
the President's budget completely ig
nores welfare reform. To add even more 
insult, the President's budget pays lip
service to anti-crime efforts by funding 
only a fraction of the promised in
creased police efforts. 

What has been happening to all the 
increased tax revenues and spending 
cut savings the President is claiming? 
We have larger long-term deficits be
cause the President takes the savings 
and creates more government spending 
and calls the marginally efficient pro
grams investment. In fact, the deficits 
would even be smaller if the President 
has not even submitted a budget at all. 

The American people deserve to be 
able to pursue the American dream in 
an environment conducive to business 
development. They deserve a budget 
that reflects political morality. Re-

. sponsible fiscal planning with the pay
ment of benefits and debts in the same 
generation in which they are incurred. 
That is exactly what the Kasich plan 
delivers. 

Mr. KASICH's House Republican budg
et initiative, unlike the President's 
budget, is a bold and dynamic proposal 
that takes command of America's fis
cal woes and delivers solutions to the 
American people. The keystone of the 
initiative is a much needed family tax 
credit that provides a $500 per child 
credit per year for middle-class tax re-

lief. But the initiative also provides 
lower Federal spending, higher deficit 
reduction, and keeps more money in 
the hands of the people who earned it. 

The lower spending is a result of log
ical Government streamlining coupled 
with reasoned spending cuts. Among 
other efforts, the initiative provides for 
the reduction of fertilizer and environ
mental funds from the Tennessee Val
ley Authority [TVA] . I am an advocate 
of reducing these activities because 
they are well beyond the scope of the 
TVA. Also, the initiative provides for 
the USDA reorganization and pref
erences for ethanol use. These are typi
cal of the efforts to improve Govern
ment efficiency and eliminate bureauc
racy. 

The initiative is also proactive. It 
promotes economic growth, job cre
ation, and provides welfare, health 
care, and crime reforms that all sur
pass the promises of the President. 
Economic growth would be encouraged 
with extending expiring tax credits and 
neutral cost recovery to accelerate the 
rate of depreciation for small business 
so they can stay competitive and effi
cient in the expanding global market
place. Additionally, capital gains . 
would be indexed and capital losses on 
the sale of a principle place of resi
dence could be deducted. All this is 
provided without jeopardizing of our 
national security- and it's all paid for 
up front and not on the backs of our 
children and grandchildren. 

I urge my fellow members to seize 
the moment and act with fiscal respon
sibility by adopting the house Repub
lican budget initiative. Liberty and 
economic opportunity are inextricable. 
When Government restricts liberty 
with overburdens of regulations, it di
rectly effects the opportunity for en
trepreneurs and small businesses to 
grow and prosper. It's time to lift the 
oppressive yoke of big government, 
reign in the excesses of big govern
ment, and enact true deficit reduction 
so that the American people can realize 
the pursuit of happiness. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUYER. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to point out that the gentleman from 
Indiana has 129, 730 children in his dis
trict who qualify for over $64 million in 
tax relief paid for under our proposal. 

Mr. BUYER. I compliment the gen
tleman from Ohio on the budget and 
for addressing health care, crime, and 
welfare reform that the President in 
his budget does not address. I am tired 
of all of these problems that everybody 
is making investments in people that 
coddle the criminals with all of these 
hug-a-thug type programs. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my
self 3 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, I am trying to find 
the Member of the House on this side of 

the aisle to whom these gentlemen are 
responding. I do not see him. I do not 
see anybody who has uttered most of 
the · words with which they are trying 
to disagree. The previous gentleman in
dicated that he is tired of having Mem
bers blame previous administrations 
without recognizing that the Congress 
had coequal responsibility. I said twice 
in my last two statements on the floor 
that Congress had to bear their share 
of responsibility because they ill ad
visedly supported the policies that 
were promoted by the previous admin
istrations on budgeting. I know be
cause I was here and I offered the alter
na tives to them, and I got the blazes 
beat out of me in the process. So I 
know how it feels to have tractor 
tracks over my back. 

Simply I would suggest again, and I 
would repeat for the benefit of those 
who need to hear it, that nobody is 
talking about investing in Washington 
bureaucracy. When we have education 
and training programs, I do not know 
what happens in other people's dis
tricts, but that means that kids in my 
district and communities like Wausau, 
and Stevens Point, Chippewa, Superior, 
Ashland, you name it, they wind up 
getting services which were not other
wise available to them. When we ex
pand Head Start, that does not mean 
that the Washington bureaucracy is ex
panded. It means that the waiting list 
of kids in my district for Head Start 
becomes a little bit shorter. When we 
pass funds for childhood immunization, 
it means that kids in my district as 
well as every other district in the 
country get the needed health services 
they need. 

It is true that the budget before us 
does not make some of the cuts that 
would be made in the Kasich amend
ment. We do not cut the $45 billion 
which the Kasich amendment cuts in 
Medicare. I make no apology for that, 
no apology whatsoever. We believe that 
those cuts ought to be considered in 
the context of health care. 

I also would point out that since the 
gentleman referred to my district, I 
think it also is good to point out that 
in the budget we passed last year there 
were some 1,200 wealthy individuals in 
my district who wound up paying more 
taxes because of that budget, but there 
were some 20,000 people who became el
igible for tax reductions because of 
that action, and they were people on 
the modest end of the income scale, 
and in my view that is the right bal
ance, and I again make absolutely no 
apology for it. 

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Maine [Ms. SNOWE]. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from New Jersey for 
yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, over the past 2 years, 
voters have sent Congress several clear 
messages: Cut spending, reduce the def-
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icit, create jobs, and stimulate the 
economy. As a member of the House 
Budget Committee , I have worked hard 
with Representative KASICH to do just 
that. The Republican budget plan cuts 
spending and reduces the deficit by $150 
billion more than the administration's 
budget proposal over 5 years. It pro
poses a tax credit for middle-class 
Americans, and provides measures that 
promote job growth, private sector in
vestment, and tax relief for hard-work
ing Americans. 

I rise in opposition today to the ad
ministration's budget proposal for fis
cal year 1995 for some very simple rea
sons-this budget does nothing to 
change the status quo on spending. It 
does nothing to change the status quo 
on deficit reduction. It does nothing to 
change the status quo of an economic 
climate which burdens workers and the 
middle-class. When the administration 
presented this budget to Congress and 
the American people, there is only one 
signal they sent-the status quo, for 
them, is good enough. 

Well, Mr. Chairman, I believe the sta
tus quo isn't good enough for Mainers 
or the American people. 

On the other hand, the Republican al
ternative plan is a blueprint for long
term economic stability and growth 
that takes full measure of the impact 
of the deficit and national debt on our 
economy and confronts these issues 
squarely. It acknowledges that as long 
as these problems remain, job growth 
and long-term economic vitality will 
be difficult to achieve. 

Unfortunately, judging by the admin
istration's budget proposal, they are 
undertaking an effort to try and con
vince the American people that enough 
has already been done to reduce the 
deficit and spur economic growth, and 
that no further action on the deficit is 
necessary because they believe an eco
nomic recovery is underway. 

Nothing could be further from the 
truth. The administration's unwilling
ness to take further action on deficit 
reduction represents a short-term view 
of our economy which allows it to 
underperform. There is no doubt that
if anything-we have learned that it is 
higher taxes and higher deficits which 
have had a direct, adverse impact on 
job creation, employment, and eco
nomic stability. 

And if there is one thing that dif
ferentiates the Republican outlook on 
the budget with the administration's 
outlook, it is this: Republicans under
stand that we cannot continue to go 
deeper into debt and expect to see sus
tained job growth and economic vital
ity. 

Yet the administration's plan calls 
for a 2.3-percent increase in spending 
next year for total fiscal year 1995 
spending of $1.5 trillion. This, by the 
way, does not include. whatever the 
costs for health care reform will be . 
While the administration proposes to. 

eliminate 115 programs and reduce 
many others, none of the savings are 
devoted to deficit reduction. The ad
ministration also claims that the defi
cit will decrease to around $176 billion 
in 1995-but on that point we should 
ask ourselves this one question: Should 
we allow this administration to con
vince Congress and the American peo
ple that yearly deficits of $175 billion of 
deficits of any size are acceptable or an 
adequate enough standard of economic 
strength or stability? 

Clearly, more can be done as evi
denced by the Republican proposal 
which achieves a deficit level in fiscal 
year 1995 of $163 billion- $15 billion 
below what the President has proposed. 
The total spending amount in our 
budget proposal for 1995 is $1.49 tril
lion-or $55 billion lower than the 
President's proposal, while total 5-year 
spending is about $359 billion less than 
the administration's 5-year projec
tions. Our proposal reduces the deficit 
further to $140 billion in fiscal year 
1996, with a total 5-year deficit reduc
tion total of $310 billion. Over that 5-
year period, our approach translates to 
$147 billion more in deficit reduction 
than the administration's plan. Worse 
yet, the administration's plan allows 
the national debt to increase from $4.3 
trillion to about $6 billion over 5 years, 
meaning over $1.7 trillion in new debt. 

What is particularly troublesome, is 
that-for all practical purposes-the 
administration suspends deficit reduc
tion for 5 years as if the pro bl em will 
go away by itself. But it won't. 

For my constituents in Maine, jobs 
and a strong economy are the para
mount issues. Many in my district 
have felt the impact of last year's re
gressive and retroactive income tax in
creases. To those who say that the tax 
hikes have had no impact, I say there 
are many in Maine who simply ask 
"Where's the recovery?" Well, 42 per
cent of Mainers are worried about job 
creation and the economy, according to 
a recent poll. Maine has only regained 
3,000 of the 30,000 jobs that we lost dur
ing the recession; 60 percent of the 
American people say that we are not 
out of a recession. Less than 30 percent 
of the American people say that we are 
in an economic recovery. 

What is more troubling according to 
Department of Labor statistics, after 
the previous four recessions, 44 percent 
of workers laid off expected to be re
called once the economy improved. 
After this last recession, however, only 
14 percent of job losers expected to be 
recalled to work. This is one indication 
that employment and the economy are 
not expanding as they could, or even as 
they have in the past. And let me give 
the administration a quick message 
about how their recovery is shaping up 
down East: a Maine State planning of
fice report anticipates that we will add 
fewer than 10,000 jobs each year, which 
is one-third of the · growth of the past 

two decades. They also state that it 's 
likely to be 1997 before Maine regains 
all the jobs it lost during this reces
sion. The bottom line is-hard times 
continue in much of Maine , and I'm 
sure in other areas of the country as 
well . 

But with the economic illusions this 
administration is trying to create, we 
are in danger of allowing the majority 
party to convince consumers, tax
payers, and workers that an anemic re
covery, subpar growth, higher taxes , 
and continued deficits are acceptable 
commodities for an American economy 
facing stiffer competition and stronger 
trade from all corners of the global 
marketplace. And we are in danger of 
allowing our country to settle for sec
ond best-to slip to a second rung on 
the ladder of economic opportunity
and to accept budgets which com
promise the economic opportunities 
which have worked to expand the 
American middle-class and allow small 
businesses to hire more workers, mar
ket more American products, and build 
on the American dream. 

What we need now is a budget that 
does what is necessary to create jobs, 
reduce the deficit, spur economic 
growth, eliminate wasteful government 
spending, and bring relief to middle
class Americans. 

We can do better than the adminis
tration's plan. We should do better 
than the administration's plan. Have 
we crafted a better plan for the Amer
ican people before? The answer is yes. 
That is why the Kasich alternative 
merits serious, bipartisan support. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, may I in
quire how much time is remaining on 
both sides? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] has 5 min
utes remaining, the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. SAXTON] has 4112 min
utes remaining, and the gentleman 
from Arizona [Mr. KOLBE] has 30 sec
onds remaining. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my
self 1 minute. 

Mr. Chairman, I think it is useful 
again to emphasize some of the dif
ferences between the Kasich amend
ment and the budget before us. 

I have a Republican Governor in my 
State, for instance, and he is interested 
in seeing to it that we fully fund the 
ISTEA Highway Act. The Kasich 
amendment does not do that. The 
budget resolution before us from the 
Democratic side does. 

In my view, that investment is cru
cial to the ability of the economy of 
my State and others to grow. I think it 
is worth the investment. 

The Kasi ch amendment makes a $28 
billion reduction in overhead savings. 
A significant portion of that falls on 
the Veterans' Administration, which 
means that they will be able to buy 
less in medical supplies. 
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They also, as I understand it, have a 
$200 million reduction in veterans' 
medical care. I do not especially want 
to go home to campaign for that or to 
brag about that. I do not think that 

. makes a whole lot of sense. 
So I would simply say that I am very 

happy to take home to my constituents 
the comparisons, and I think our pack
age will not be found wanting. 

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. KASICH]. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, you 
know, I just find that argument fas
cinating about the gentleman criticiz
ing our cuts in overhead. 

You know, this again is more invest
ment in Washington, DC, and the bu
reaucrats as opposed to sending tax re
lief to families back to his district. 

Now, let me tell you what we are cut
ting in overhead. We are telling the bu
reaucrats they are not going to travel 
as much; they are not going to ship as 
much; they are not going to have as 
many rental payments to the General 
Services Administration; they are not 
going to have as much communication; 
they are not going to have as much 
printing and reproduction or consult
ants, as many supplies and materials. 
You see, this is the mindset. The 
mindset is you invest in Washington, 
DC, bureaucracy and let the bureau
crats travel more and let them print 
more and let them have more consult
ants, but do not downsize that. 

What we do in our budget is we re
duce this overhead spending by 71/2 per
cent, and we say that the bureaucrats 
here in this town ought to do with less; 
in the process of doing it, we can have 
greater deficit reduction, and we can 
give the American family some tax re
lief. 

Do you want to know something? 
That is where the American people are. 
They want the bureaucrats and the bu
reaucracies in this town downscaled. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my
self 1 minute. 

Despite the rhetoric we have just 
heard, I will ask the gentleman this 
question: Does not your amendment 
cut veterans' programs by $200 million? 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. OBEY. I am happy to yield to the 
gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. KASICH. The answer is no. What 
I would say to the gentleman if he is 
yielding to me is I did not know the 
gentleman was so committed to con
sultants. 

Mr. OBEY. No. I want an answer to 
that question. 

Mr. KASICH. So committed to con
sultants and bureaucratic travel. The 
answer is no. 

Mr. OBEY. Reclaiming my time, that 
is certainly not the reading by the 
Committee on the Budget on this side. 
Our estimate is you cut veterans' pro-

grams $200 million below the commit
tee resolution. 

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
30 seconds to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. KASICH]. 

Mr. KASICH. I am delighted to en
gage in this debate, because I want to 
say to the gentleman from Wisconsin, 
the gentleman criticized our overhead 
spending, and the gentleman said that 
our overhead spending was a cut in 
these various administrations, and I 
will tell the gentleman that that is 
correct. We do not think we ought to 
have as many supplies and materials in 
the bureaucracy. We do not think that 
the bureaucrats who travel most in the 
final quarter of the fiscal year, we 
think that they ought to be trimmed 
back. 

Now, my constituents at home think 
that there is plenty of waste in the bu
reaucracy of this Government, and 
they want it to be eliminated, and 
that, of course, is precisely what we 
have done. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my
self 30 seconds. 

I would simply say this gentleman is 
very happy to see cuts in overhead. I 
am not happy to see cuts in the medi
cal supplies available to the Veterans' 
Administration. That is the point I am 
trying to make. I think it is a valid 
one. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the last 30 seconds that I have 
to state once again to the gentleman 
from Wisconsin that is not true. That 
is not what we are cutting. We are not 
cutting medical supplies in the Veter
ans' Administration. That is not what 
is being cut. These numbers we are cut
ting in overhead are numbers that are 
given to us that were scored by the 
Congressional Budget Office. 

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, this debate has been 
very enlightening, I believe, in terms 
of demonstrating the very significant 
difference in the approaches as pro
posed by the gentleman to my right, 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH], 
and the Democrat budget proposal. 

The Democrat budget proposal pro
poses to go forward with business as 
usual, a budgetary process that was 
laid out in 1993, and continued through 
1994, and now proposed for 1995. It has 
resulted in very sluggish growth in our 
economy. It has resulted in higher 
taxes, and it has resulted in estimated 
growth in the future by both the Presi
dent and by CBO of 2112 percent, and by 
historic standards our goal has been 
growth of at least 3 percent to consider 
ourselves on the right path. 

So the Kasich budget, in proposing to 
reduce the deficit by an additional $153 
billion over what the Democrat plan 
does, recognizes in that respect that 
our spending pattern has gone up very 
rapidly, yes, through the 1980's and 
continues to increase rapidly now into 
the 1990's. 

It also recognizes, as the Governor of 
New Jersey recently has, as a matter of 
fact, that the Tax Code is a very, very 
important tool which we use correctly 
sometimes and misuse at other times 
to help promote or hold back economic 
growth . 

The Governor of New Jersey, Chris
tine Todd Whitman, just last week 
signed into law a 5-percent tax reduc
tion. 

The Kasich budget moves in the same 
direction with a $500-per-child tax cred
it which would apply to districts all 
across the country, not only to make it 
a little easier for families to come ·to 
grips with daily and weekly and 
monthly expenses, but also to recog
nize what it is about our Tax Code that 
helps the economy to grow, and that 
has been demonstrated time and time 
again as well. 

So there is a difference here. On the 
one hand we continue the t"ax-and
spend policies that have put us where 
we are today; on the other hand, with 
a vote for Kasich which will come up in 
just a few minutes, we have an oppor
tunity to turn the corner on additional 
spending which requires, as happened 
in 1990, additional taxes, and in 1993 ad
ditional taxes, as well. 

So I thank the chairman, and we 
look forward to further debate as the 
Kasi ch amendment comes up. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. COYNE]. 

Mr. COYNE. Mr. Chairman, the 
House has an opportunity to pass a 
budget resolution for fiscal year 1995 
which will help to ensure the continued 
growth of the U.S. economy and a 
steady reduction in the Federal deficit. 

President Clinton announced a Fed
eral budget on February 7 that pro
vides good news for the economy and 
job creation. President Clinton's budg
et recommendations revealed that con
tinued progress on reducing the deficit 
is being made, with the 1995 budget def
icit at $176 billion compared to the 1994 
deficit of $235 billion. Skeptics of the 
hard freeze on spending enacted in last 
year's budget act must now admit that 
Congress and President Olin ton did 
produce a real deficit cutting agree
ment .in 1993. 

As a member of the House Budget 
Committee, I strongly support the 
budget resolution approved by the com
mittee. This budget builds on the rec
ommendations of the Clinton adminis
tration and will promote economic 
policies that create jobs and help local 
families buy a home or start a busi
ness. The House Budget Committee has 
also reported a budget resolution that 
complies with the discretionary spend
ing caps set for fiscal year 1995. 

Lower deficits should help to keep 
long-term interest rates low and that 
helps to create jobs in construction, 
auto sales and businesses that rely on 
consumer spending. This reduction in 
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the Federal deficit should also help to 
maintain home mortgage interest rates 
at record low levels. 

While the administration's budget 
calls for the elimination of 115 specific 
programs and tight controls on discre
tionary spending, some of the money 
saved by making these cuts will be tar
geted for priority programs serving the 
American people. For example, the 
House Budget Committee reported a 
budget that provides a significant in
crease of $2.3 billion in outlays for edu
cation and training that will help 
workers and young Americans obtain 
the skills needed in today's economy. 
This budget also provides for a major 
boost in funding for child nutrition and 
Head Start to provide children a better 
chance of doing well in school. 

I am especially pleased that this 
budget provides for an increase of 7.6 
percent in outlays for law enforcement 
efforts. This increased funding will 
help hire more police officers in com
munities across the country. Commu
nity policing has been used success
fully in many areas to prevent crime as 
well as provide more resources to catch 
individuals who commit a violent 
crime. 

This House budget resolution also 
provides for a 5.6 percent increase in 
funding for the National Institutes of 
Heal th. NIH funding is a vital part of 
our Nation's effort to prevent illness 
and find cures for diseases like breast 
cancer, AIDS, and heart disease. As the 
Congressman representing the city of 
Pittsburgh, which proudly hosts major 
research centers like the University of 
Pittsburgh Medical Center and Magee
Womens Hospital, I strongly support 
the recommended increase in !unding 
for the NIH. 

While there is much to recommend in 
the administration's proposed budget, I 
have worked with other House Budget 
Committee Members to restore most of 
the funding cu ts proposed for LIHEAP 
[the Low Income Home Energy Assist
ance Program]. The House Budget 
Committee approved budget resolution 
restores $520 million of the proposed re
duction in LIHEAP funding. 

This action will help the millions of 
moderate income Americans in cities 
like Pittsburgh who face the difficult 
challenge of paying high winter heat
ing bills. I have listened to many local 
residents in Pittsburgh report how dif
ficult the recent winter weather has 
been for their household budgets and I 
am convinced that the House Budget 
Committee has set the right priority in 
restoring LIHEAP funding. 

The House Budget Committee has 
also restored funding for transit oper
ating assistance to $802 million, the fis
cal year 1994 level. This action should 
help communities maintain vital mass 
transit services without raising fares , 
cutting service r outes or taking other 
steps that would decrease the quality 
of local transportation services. 

The House Budget Committee has 
also adopted language which calls for 
full funding of the Healthy Start Pro
gram. This program seeks to ensure 
that low- and moderate-income Ameri
cans have access to vital health serv
ices that give a child the best chance of 
growing up heal thy. I have been a 
strong supporter of the Healthy Start 
Program in the city of Pittsburgh and 
I can assure the Members of the House 
that this is a program that works. 

Mr. Speaker, the House Budget Com
mittee has reported a budget that 
meets the challenge of continued defi
cit reduction and discipline on spend
ing. At the same time, this budget ad
dresses national priorities such as 
crime, education and training and in
vestment in the future. I urge my col
leagues to support this budget. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my
self the balance of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, I would simply say, in 
light of the response of the gentleman 
from Ohio on veterans, I want to say 
that on page 24 of the Republican budg
et initiative, March 3, 1994, there is a 
line which says, "Limiting increases in 
the President's investment spending in 
function 700;" function 700 is veterans. 
They cut that by $585 million; $579 mil
lion of that is medical care. 

So, in fact, the situation is far worse 
than I described. 

I would simply say that I think peo
ple ought to vote for the committee 
resolution. It provides for deficit re
duction which will take the deficit 
down to more than 40 percent below 
where it was just 3 years ago. It means 
that it will be the first time since the 
end of World War II that we have had 
three successive years of deficit reduc
tion. 
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It is also in support of the economic 
policy which has seen a reversal of 
more than a 5-years-in-a-row decline in 
family income. This year for the first 
time we have seen a modest increase in 
real family income. 

The policy has also produced the low
est inflation rate in 30 years. It has 
also produced job growth which has 
produced twice as many new jobs in 1 · 
year as we had in the previous adminis
tration. I think those numbers stand 
on their own. 

It seems to me that we ought to stick 
to this budget. It is the budget which 
has helped improve the economy. The 
American people understand that. 
Eventually, I think everyone in this 
House will understand that. 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, today we will 
consider the resolution for the 1995 budget. 
All advanced briefings indicate that the House 
Budget Committee has engaged in a rubber
stamping exercise that adds very little insight 
and vision to the administration's monstrous 
presentation. When we vote on this flawed 
resolution there will be none of the drama of 
last year's session. This year the Democrats 

have surrendered in advance. A golden oppor
tunity to begin redirecting the Nation's re
sources has been tossed away. Is the Repub
lican Party still in control of the Office of Man
agement and Budget? The worms at OMB de
voured more than 100 small programs and 
drastically cut 300 more. The total abandon
ment of jobless inner-city youth was begun 
with the transfer out of $60 million into pro
grams to retain adults who have had the good 
fortune to have jobs for the last 12 years, but 
are losing their Defense-related employment 
now. 

But the most scandalous act of all in this 
budget-making process has been the House 
Committee's acquiescence to the administra
tion's position that there will be "no further 
cuts in Defense". The military industrial com
plex reigns supreme "uber alles." The no-cuts
in-Defense doctrine represents a monumental 
blunder, a gigantic waste of resources that 
should be utilized to redirect our economy. 
Building schools, bridges, highways, mass 
transit, educational technology equipment, 
health centers, and other civilian infrastructure 
components, would produce many more jobs 
for the dollars being spent to maintain obso
lete overseas bases and weapons systems. 
The folly of continuing our multibillion dollar 
Defense waste is so apparent that our grand
children will condemn us as being stupid or 
cowardly or corrupt. Of course, posterity will 
quickly understand that the Members of the 
1 03d Congress were not stupid. Some of the 
best minds in America are in the Congress. 
But posterity will condemn us for allowing the 
military industrial complex to either bully us or 
buy us. We must confront the intimidation and 
let our intelligence take over. Adherence to the 
"no further cuts in Defense" doctrine is a 
super blunder. 

THE SUPER BLUNDER 

Decisiveness Firmness Resolve 
Let logic dissolve 
No cu ts for Defense 
A blunder immense 
Insight shows no sense 
Overseas bases 
Won' t get the ax 
Luxury weapons maker's 
All can relax 
No Bosnia or Hai ti 
No worthy attacks 
Just fund everybody 
Gentlemen Generals 
No need to fear 
Sit tight on your rear 
NATO leases 
Surrender no pieces 
Fat foreign neighborhoods 
Keep selling our soldiers 
Erotic adventures 
And glitzy dry goods 
Japanese markets are closed 
But none of our bases disposed 
3.5 billion could build 
A thousand schools 
But only one nuclear carrier 
Is written into the rules 
Decisiveness Firmness Resolve 
Let logic dissolve 
No cuts for Defense 
A blunder immense 

Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support 
of House Concurrent Resolution 218, the 
budget resolution for fiscal year 1995. 

Last year, the Democrats in Congress took 
a bold step and approved the principles of 
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President Clinton's economic growth and defi
cit reduction package outlined in the Omnibus 
Budget Reconciliation Act. Not one Republican 
joined us in supporting this plan. Instead, they 
stood up here spreading misinformation and 
giving dire predictions about its impact on the 
economy. They said the plan would destroy 
our economy, increase the deficit and kill jobs. 

Mr. Speaker, the economic reality, is that 
last year's budget package has strengthened 
this economy. In fact, in recent testimony to 
the Joint Economic Committee, Federal Re
serve Chairman Alan Greenspan said 
"" " " the underlying, long-term economic 
outlook in this country is improving quite 
measurably and, indeed, I don't recall as good 
an underlying base for the long-term outlook 
that we have today in the last two or three 
decades." 

Under President Bush, the economy grew at 
the slow rate of merely 1.5 percent, the weak
est growth of the post-war period. The Presi
dent's plan has turned this around. In 1993, 
the economy grew at a rate of 3.2 percent and 
topped off with a rate of 7.5 percent in the last 
quarter. Leading indicators show that the 
economy will continue its strong performance. 

In addition, under the President's plan, the 
deficit has shown dramatic improvement. Defi
cits are at their lowest levels as a percent of 
GDP since 1979. In 1993, the deficit was $73 
billion less than projected under President 
Bush. The deficit forecast for 1994 has 
dropped by $70 billion and by over $100 bil
lion for 1995. This will be the first time in 50 
years that the deficit will drop for 3 consecu
tive years. 

Finally, during President Clinton's first 13 
months, over 2 million jobs were created
twice the number of jobs created during Presi
dent Bush's entire 4 years. The unemployment 
rate has declined by a full percentage point, 
the largest annual drop in unemployment in 6 
years. 

This year's budget resolution continues the 
process of reducing the deficit and rebuilding 
our economy outlined in last year's budget 
package. It implements the spending cuts 
mandated by the 5-year deficit reduction pack
age. Under the resolution, the deficit will drop 
to $175 billion in fiscal year 1995, $115 billion 
less than 3 years ago. In addition, the resolu
tion conforms to the spending caps for discre
tionary spending established by the deficit re
duction package. Under these caps, discre
tionary spending will actually fall for the first 
time since 1969. 

The budget resolution also contains the 
President's proposals for investment in areas 
key to our sustained economic growth, includ
ing education, training, community develop
ment and crime control. The resolution in
creases funding for Head Start, job training 
programs for dislocated workers, one-stop ca
reer centers and a number of crime initiatives, 
including community policing, border security 
and illegal immigration control. 

Mr. Chairman, last year, President Clinton 
introduced his economic and deficit reduction 
package and gave this country new direction 
and new hope for the future. Today, we have 
the opportunity to further the success of this 
program by pursuing the deficit reduction and 
economic revitalization outlined in the budget 
resolution. I urge all my colleagues to support 
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the President and vote for House Concurrent 
Resolution 218. 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Chairman, I strong
ly support the budget proposed by the gentle
woman from Maryland and I am appalled that 
we will not even be allowed to consider it dur
ing these discussions over the budget resolu
tion. By increasing each line item of Federal 
spending by 2 percent, the Bentley proposal 
does not pick winners or losers. At the same 
time, it would save close to $800 billion over 
the next 5 years. This could be the perfect, 
nonpolitical, nonpartisan, easy vote on the 
budget. No taxes, increase every item of Fed
eral spending by the same percentage, and 
have a budget surplus by 1999. 

I said there would be no winners or losers 
if we could debate and vote for the Bentley 
proposal. That's not quite right. I should have 
said there would only be winners. The Amer
ican public would win, because we would put 
our economic house in order. The economy 
would win, and the Federal Government would 
win, because we would not be forced to de
vote so many resources to interest payments 
on a mounting Federal debt. 

I commend the gentlewoman from Maryland 
for her foresight and commiserate with her on 
the unfortunate decision by this body which 
will not allow us to give serious attention to 
her proposal. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong support of House Concurrent Resolu
tion 218, the concurrent resolution on the 
budget for fiscal year 1995, as reported by the 
Budget Committee. At a time when budget 
rules and fiscal constraints limit our options, 
this budget resolution offers the foresight of 
renewed investment in this Nation's most pre
cious resource-our people. 

Over the past three decades, I have fought 
to sustain a commitment of resources to the 
education of our children and the training of 
our workers. Just 3 years ago, I proudly cham
pioned a successful homefront budget initia
tive which set education and training as a pri
ority in allocating the Federal budget. The 
House adopted my amendment on this floor 
as part of the budget process in recognition of 
the great future' return on the near-term invest
ment in these programs. 

Today, I rise in support of what I view as an 
extension of my earlier effort. While I would 
gladly support a more generous commitment 
to education and training, this budget is a 
good step in the right direction. I offer to work 
with my colleagues to see the fulfillment of the 
pledge we make here today-promoting better 
educated younger people and better trained 
workers. 

I strongly support the budget resolution be
cause it implements the President's decision 
to invest scarce resources in the Nation's 
working people. Such investments in the work 
force will increase the value of our Nation's 
most distinctive asset-its workers. This focus 
upon America's "human capital" will help our 
workers increase their wages in our increas
ingly competitive global economy. The resolu
tion ensures that more than a billion new dol
lars will go to initiatives to train high school 
graduates and unemployed workers for better 
jobs. This funding will make legislation to es
tablish skill standards, to promote school-to
work transition programs, and to make reem
ployment a ~eality . 

I also strongly support the budget resolution 
because it ensures funding of the administra
tion's proposals to strengthen the enforcement 
of labor standards laws i;i the Nation's work
places. The resolution gives the Department of 
Labor the additional resources necessary for 
enforcing the wage and hour, occupational 
health and safety, and pension laws of the Na
tion. These additional resources are a good 
start toward reversing the neglect of workers' 
rights of the last two administrations. 

At this point in the RECORD, I offer a letter 
from the Committee for Education Funding 
[CEF] in support of the Budget Committee-re
ported budget resolution. The CEF has always 
been there to plead the case of our young 
people. Its members have been and continue 
to be valued partners in the fight to sustain 
adequate resources for education-and the 
Nation's future. 

COMMITTEE FOR EDUCATION FUNDING, 
March 9, 1994. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: On behalf of the 
member organizations of the Committee for 
Education Funding, we urge you to vote for 
the FY 1995 House Budget Resolution as re
ported by the House Budget Committee on 
March 3rd. The Committee resolution makes 
the education , training, employment and so
cial service needs of our nation's citizens a 
priority. The budget plan includes a $3.6 bil
lion increase for Function 500 (education and 
training), affirming the President's rec
ommendation for a substantial investment 
in the programs of the Labor, HHS, Edu
cation Appropriations Subcommittee. We 
also urge you to vote against any alternative 
budget plan that cuts funding for education 
programs below the Committee-reported res
olution. 

The overall numbers in the Budget Resolu
tion reflect the President's investment in 
the education and training of our nation's 
most precious resource-our people. As stat
ed in the report, a renewed investment in 
education is " one of the most prudent policy 
decisions our government can make to im
prove our nation's ability to fulfill our hopes 
and expectations for the future." The report 
notes that " schools are facing greater chal
lenges in educating children. Violence on our 
streets has invaded the classrooms of our 
schools. School facilities are deteriorating, 
and funds are lacking to provide new equip
ment and keep up with advances in tech
nology." 

In a photographic essay in the February 
20th New York Times Magazine, the stark 
contrast between our deteriorating schools 
and the costly renovation of prison facilities 
are clearly portrayed. " Seventy percent of 
all prison space in use today has been built 
since 1985, at a cost of $32.9 billion. But only 
11 percent of the nation's classrooms were 
constructed during the 1980's * * * The 
courts, citing .the constitutional ban on cruel 
and unusual punishment, require states to 
maintain decent prisons. But the Constitu
tion doesn' t address school class size or li
brary resources." The budget resolution as 
reported by the Committee is an important 
step in addressing dire needs in education. 

In the weeks ahead, the House will be set
ting spending priori ties by allocating funds 
to each of the 13 appropriations subcommit
tees. We urge members to insist that the 
President 's recommended increase to the 
Labor, HHS, Education Appropriations Sub
committee that is reaffirmed in the Budget 
Resolution, is actually translated into the 
602(b) appropriations allocations. The Presi
dent made education a priority, despite tight 
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fiscal constraints set by the budget caps. We 
urge you to do the same. 

Sincerely, 
THE 1994 COMMITTEE FOR EDUCATION FUNDING 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

Beth B. Buehlmann, CEF President, 
California State University; John B. 
Forkenbrock, CEF Vice-President, Na
tional Association of Federally Im
pacted Schools; Violet A. Boyer, CEF 
Treasurer, National Association of 
Independent Colleges and Universities; 
Richard A. Kruse, CEF Past President, 
National Association of Secondary 
School Principals; David Baime, Amer
ican Association of Community Col
leges; William Bruno, National School 
Boards Association; Edward M. Elmen
dorf, American Association of State 
Colleges and Universities; Carnie C. 
Hayes, Council of Chief State School 
Officers; Maureen Hoyler, National 
Council of Educational Opportunity 
Associations; Gerald Morris, American 
Federation of Teachers; Thomas C. 
Polgar, Paramount Communications 
Inc.; Michael Pons, National Education 
Association; Adele Robinson, National 
Association of State Boards of Edu
cation; Chuck Russell, Texas Edu
cation Agency; Dena G. Stoner, Coun
cil of Educational Development and 
Research; Tom E . Netting, ex officio, 
Career College Association; Richard 
Yep, ex officio, American Counseling 
Association. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise today to voice my opposition to House 
Concurrent Resolution 218 (H. Con. Res. 218) 
and strong support for two amendments-the 
Kasich/Republican budget initiative amend
ment and the Solomon-Fawell-Upton amend
ment. 

The Republican budget provides lower 
spending, lower taxes, and lower deficits than 
proposed in the Democrat budget. The Repub
lican budget also tackles major initiatives in its 
5 year spending outline. 

I would like to take a few moments to out
line several of these initiatives. First, the Re
publican budget includes a family tax credit. 
This tax credit provides a $500 per-child tax 
credit to families earning less than $200,000 a 
year. Residents in my district will be the bene
ficiaries of nearly $60 million in tax relief 
through this tax credit. Second, the Repub
lican plan creates jobs and provides economic 
growth by changes in the tax code. These 
changes includ~indexation of capital gains, 
fully deductible IRA accounts, deduction for 
capital losses on the sale of a primary resi
dence, immediate expensing of business 
equipment, and an extension of the research 
and development tax credit. Third, this budget 
reduces the deficit by almost $152 billion more 
than the Democrat budget proposal. Fourth, 
the Republican budget also incorporates a 
bold welfare reform proposal which stresses 
work instead of welfare. Fifth, the Republican 
budget contains a plan to regain control of our 
streets and neighborhoods through a tough 
anticrime measure, the Crime Control Act of 
1993. Finally, the Republican budget fully 
funds the Affordable Health Care Now Act 
while the Democrat budget makes no provi
sion whatsoever for health care reform. 

The Republican budget plan also provides a 
cost of living allowance [COLA] to Federal em
ployees and military personnel. Further, the 
Republican budget plan provides a more rea
sonable blueprint for our national security 
needs. Relative to the President's budget, the 
Republican initiative restores $67 billion in the 
Defense budget. 

The proposals contained in the Republican 
budget initiative are paid for through real 
spending cuts and real reforms in how the 
Federal Government operates. 

I also strongly support the budget amend
ment proposed by colleagues JERRY SOLO
MON, HARRIS FAWELL, and FRED UPTON. Their 
amendment to House Concurrent Resolution 
218 balances the budget in 5 years. It calls for 
over 500 specific cuts. The Solomon-Fawell
Upton amendment cuts over $600 billion in 
Federal spending. This plan does not raise 
taxes or touch the Social Security trust fund. 
Many of the cuts contained in the Solomon
Fawell-Upton plan stem from recommenda
tions from the Concord coalition, the Grace 
Commission, the Congressional Budget Office 
Citizens Against Government Waste, the Na
tional Taxpayer's Union, the Heritage Founda
tion, the Porkbusters coalition, and the admin
istration's reinventing Government proposal. 

As a strong supporter of a balanced budget 
amendment, I am also highly supportive of the 
Solomon-Fawell-Upton budget which balances 
the budget within 5 years without raising 
taxes, affecting the Social Security retirement 
trust fund, or cutting the benefits of veterans. 

I urge my colleagues from both sides of the 
aisle to resist the status quo budget presented 
by the majority and to support the bold, pro
gressive, and innovative budget blueprints pre
sented by the Republican members of the 
Budget Committee and the Solomon-Fawell
Upton budget. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support 
of the budget resolution as reported by the 
Budget Committee and commend Chairman 
SABO and the committee for their thoughtful 
work. 

The Clinton budget builds on the strong 
foundation of deficit reduction, economic 
growth, and job creation that was established 
last year in the Clinton economic plan. This 
budget resolution reverses the policies of the 
past. The resolution keeps budget deficits on 
a downward path-this will be the first time in 
26 years that the total discretionary spending 
will actually decline from one year to the next 
without even an adjustment for inflation. The 
President and Congress have cut spending 
first. 

Despite these unprecedented reductions in 
total spending, the Clinton budget reflects in
vestments in economic growth, in fighting 
crime, and in developing the skills of American 
workers and our children. This budget builds 
on the significant steps in the right direction 
that have made our Nation so much more 
hopeful over the last year. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a tough but a good 
budget. The Preside.nt and the Budget Com
mittee are to be commended for their dis
cipline and their vision in shaping this budget. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, in designing 
his budget, the President has failed to address 
our Nation's priorities: deficit reduction, con
trolling the debt, shrinking Government, main-

taining national security, and highlighting key 
initiatives such as health care reform, welfare 
reform, and efforts to combat crime. 

This administration continues to confuse re
ductions in the percentage of increased 
spending with actual spending cuts. Moreover, 
the administration does not explain that while 
the annual deficit may be reduced in the short 
term, each fiscal deficit continues to add to the 
burgeoning national debt. In fact, under the 
Clinton budget, the Federal debt will grow 
from $4.6 trillion in fiscal year 1994 to nearly 
$6.3 trillion in fiscal year 1999, an increase of 
$1.7 trillion over 5 years. Additionally, the defi
cit will increase from $176 billion in fiscal year 
1995 to $201 billion in fiscal year 1999. The 
$176.1 billion deficit, which is the lowest the 
deficit has been since the mid-1980's, reflects 
three factors which had nothing to do with 
President Clinton's policies. The country does 
not have to spend $27 billion for the savings 
and loan cleanup process, $25 billion for re
duced Medicare costs, or $20 billion due to 
economic growth. Moreover, the Congres
sional Budget Office [CBO] now estimates the 
deficit will exceed $365 billion by the year 
2004. It is painfully obvious that Federal 
spending is not being controlled. 

The one area of Federal spending which is 
being cut significantly is the defense budget. 
Defense spending will fall from $292.4 billion 
in fiscal year 1993 to $258.1 billion in fiscal 
year 1999, representing a decline of 11 J:ler
cent in real terms over 5 years. Moreover, the 
budget does not contain the $20 billion in ad
ditional funding requested by the Department 
of Defense to implement former Secretary As
pin's "bottom-up review." Quite simply, the 
President's defense budget does not meet na
tional security requirements. 

Probably the most puzzling aspect of the 
administration's budget is what is missing. The 
three most important legislative initiatives this 
year will likely be health care reform, welfare 
reform, and efforts to combat crime. 
Inexplicably, these three issues were primarily 
omitted from the budget. While the President 
pledged support for 100,000 new police offi
cers, his budget only funds 50,000. President 
Clinton's alleged support for the $22 billion 
Senate crime bill rings hollow when his budget 
approves only $2.3 billion, notably proposing 
no funding to assist States to build new pris
ons. While welfare reform was highlighted in 
the State of the Union Address, the Presi
dent's budget offered no ideas on how to pay 
for expanded job training and placement, med
ical care, day care, and other family support 
benefits. Finally, the budget offers an incom
plete picture of the actual cost of the adminis
tration's health care plan. The budget omits 
over $100 billion in mandatory premiums as 
well as the spending resulting from those re
ceipts. Moreover, according to CBO, the White 
House underestimated the plan's cost by $132 
billion. 

EDUCATION AND LABOR PRIORITIES 

Mr. Chairman, as the ranking Republican of 
the Education and Labor Committee, I would 
like to state for the record what my priorities 
would be had I prepared an "Education and 
Labor Budget Alternative." 

I have always said that Members who wish 
to cut the deficit must begin by examining the 
programs under their own jurisdiction. During 
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the last couple of months, I have been work
ing with the Republican members of the Budg
et Committee to share ideas for budget sav
ings in Education and Labor Committee pro
grams. During that process I recommended 
numerous cuts, which would save billions of 
dollars. 

In this section of my statement I will also 
point out issues contained in the various Re
publican budget alternatives, on which I do not 
necessarily agree. I want to stress, however, 
that just because I may disagree with some of 
the recommendations of my Republican col
leagues it does not mean that I do not support 
the general thrust of their budget alternatives. 
After all, that is all a budget resolution really 
is meant to provide-the general budgetary 
blueprint for the coming fiscal year. All the 
programmatic assumptions made in a budget 
resolution are only advisory, and are not bind
ing. 

ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION 

As the reauthorization for the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act (H.R. 6) further 
progresses through Congress, I want to reit
erate my support for continued funding for the 
chapter 2 and Even Start programs. I would 
increase funds for chapter 2 by consolidating 
into it several other smaller education pro
grams, instead of eliminating it as the adminis
tration has requested. I do, however, support 
the administration's fiscal year 1995 request of 
$118 million for Even Start. 

The administration has requested a sub
stantial increase in funds for chapter 1 , but I 
would defer any increase until we are assured 
that true quality reform for this program will be 
passed by Congress and implemented by the 
administration. 

The Republican/Kasich alternative proposes 
to eliminate both "a" and "b" impact aid pay
ments. While I support the elimination of "b" 
payments, I differ with my colleagues with re
gard to eliminating "a" payments. 

In addition to ESEA, I again recommend 
continuing the effort to close the funding gap 
in the Individuals with Disabilities Education 
Act [IDEA] mandate. As of fiscal year 1983, 
the Federal Government was mandated to 
contribute 40 percent of the excess cost of 
educating children with disabilities. The Fed
eral Government currently only provides, and 
the administration only requests funding for, 7 
percent of the cost necessary to educate dis
abled children. 

Also regarding disabled children, I do not 
support the specific recommendations of the 
Republican/Kasich alternative that would elimi
nate SSI payments for children under 16 with 
disabilities. While SSI payments are not within 
the jurisdiction of the Education and Labor 
Committee, most issues regarding disabled 
children are, and so I want to state for the 
record that this is one area where I differ. 

FOOD AND NUTRITION PROGRAMS 

My priorities for food and nutrition programs 
are: streamlined procedures to reduce costs to 
State and local governments; elimination of 
the fraud and abuse that threaten the system; 
and guaranteeing nutritional quality for those 
served. At a time of limited Government re
sources it is imperative that we stretch those 
resources to serve the greatest number of 
people. 

It is also a priority for me to assure contin
ued section 4 grant-in-aid payments to provide 

support for the basic infrastructure of the Na- olution, which departs from the administra
tional School Lunch Program. It is essential tion's request, would increase National Service 
that these payments continue tin order for the funding by $175 million. 
School Lunch Program to continue. Evidence Further regarding national service, I rec
shows that if funding were reduced to target ommend applying a needs analysis to the 
only low-income children, then some schools educational awards. In this way limited Fed
would not be able to afford providing lunch eral dollars for this program would go to the 
services at all. This is one area where I am students most in need of assistance to attend 
not in agreement with the different Republican college. This would not result in a budget sav
alternatives. ings, but it would result in more money being 

I would also continue funding for the Cash/ available for more needy participants in the 
CLOS Demonstration Program, which allows program, once it is up and running. 
schools to purchase commodities through JOB TRAINING 

Commodity Letters of Credit [CLOG]. Mr. Chairman, last year the General Ac-
POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION counting Office [GAO] issued a report that list-

Regarding postsecondary education pro- ed 154 separate Federal job training pro
grams, 1 continue to support the elimination of grams. While I do not agree with the GAO that 
the Pell grant shortfall and increased funding all of the programs listed are truly job training 
for the Pell Grant Program as 1 have done programs, I nonetheless recognize that far too 
under prior administrations. Increases to Pell much duplication and fragmentation exists 
grant funds serve those students most in need within Federal education and training pro
and ensure access to postsecondary edu- grams designed to serve adults and out-of
cation for all students. school youth. Therefore, I recommend funding 

Another program which I have strongly fa- for most of the major education and training 
vored over the years is the college Work- programs which serve this population-includ
Study Program and I support increased fund- ing vocational and adult education programs, 
ing for this program. and programs serving disadvantaged youth 

The various Republican alternatives uni- and adults under JTPA-at approximately the 
formly support the elimination of several high- fiscal year 1994 levels. 
er education programs, which I think are vital Yet I also recommend consolidating 84 indi
to our Nation's students. I am particularly con- vidual training programs-as listed by the 
cerned about eliminating the State Student In- GAO-into 7 broad block grants, consisting of 

12 major programs. This consolidation is ex
centive Grant Program [SSIG] and tt.le Supple- pected to result in administrative savings over 
mental Educational Opportunity Grant Pro-
gram [SEOG], both of which require matching time, and would immediately result in much 
funds from States and both of which serve the cleaner and more flexible funding streams 

going down to the States and local areas for 
neediest students. I am also troubled by the these programs. 1 also recommend the elimi-
proposed elimination of all campus-based aid, nation altogether of several other unnecessary 
including SEOG, Perkins loans which are low programs listed in the GAO report as job train
interest loans made to needy undergraduates ing programs-most of which fall outside the 
and graduates, and Work Study which re- jurisdiction of the Education and Labor Com
quires matching funds and provides students mittee-for a total savings of approximately $1 
both financial aid and valuable work experi- billion over fiscal year 1994. These elimi
ence. Redirecting one-half of the savings to nations could be accomplished without ad
the Pell Grant Program if the campus-based versely affecting our true Federal employment 
programs are eliminated will assist needy stu- and training programs. 
dents, but this redirection of funds will not 1 appreciated the opportunity to work with 
come close to helping the numbers of stu- Republican members of the Budget Commit
dents who currently benefit from the campus- tee to share with them this recommended con-
based programs. solidation idea. While I strongly support this 

HUMAN RESOURCES consolidation effort, which should improve pro-
In the human resources area, I would like to grar.1 efficiency and result in administrative 

make three recommendations. First, I rec- savings, I am concerned over the level by 
ommend that the fundif'q for the Low-Income which these programs-beyond our rec
Home Energy Assistance Program [LIHEAP], ommendations-were reduced in the Repub
that has already been appropriated for fiscal lican budget resolution alternative. I do want to 
year 1995, be maintained. I oppose the ad- note, however, that this proposal does provide 
ministration's request to cut that funding by . moderate increases in funding for training pro
$707 million. Even the Democrat Budget Res- grams for disadvantaged youth and for dis
olution, which departs from the administra- located workers. 
tion's request, would cut LIHEAP by $187 mil- In the· work force preparation area, I rec-
lion. ommend modest increases for a consolidated 

Second, I recommend that funding for Head dislocated worker program; for the develop
Start be maintained at current levels plus infla- ment of occupational skill standards; for the 
tion, until we are able to determine whether establishment of a school-to-work transition 
some real quality reforms emerge from the re- system; and for incentives to States and local
authorization process, and until any such re- ities to implement reforms leading to a coordi
forms have been implemented. nated system of one-stop-shopping delivery of 

Third, the administration's budget calls for a training services. All of these recommenda-
48 percent-$275 million-increase in budget tions fall within our recommendations for a 
authority for fiscal year 1995 for the recently much more efficient and flexible system of 
enacted national service initiative. This pro- workforce development in this Country, and 
gram is not even fully implemented yet, and represent significantly smaller increases than 
so I strongly oppose the idea of increasing proposed by the administration's budget in this 
funding for it. Even the Democrat Budget Res- area. 
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LABOR 

Mr. Chairman, with regard to labor issues I 
have several priorities. 

The Department of Labor proposes $36 mil
lion to be allocated for increased enforcement. 
I submit that the Department has adequate 
enforcement and that the administration 
should apply any surplus here to the deficit or 
to programs to help small employers learn 
how to comply with these complex laws. For 
example, OSHA has a consultation program 
which could be more adequately funded under 
this approach. 

I recommended that the costs of any new 
Federal mandates on State or local govern-· 
ments must be determined in advance and/or 
will be applicable only to the extent that the 
Federal Government provides offsetting mon
eys. This recommendation is consistent with 
legislation that I have sponsored-see H.R. 
1295. This is a recommendation that applies 
to all areas within the jurisdiction of the Edu
cation and Labor Committee, and to all issues 
before Congress for that matter. 

I recommend amending the Federal Em
ployees' Compensation Act [FECA] to prohibit 
individuals from receiving FECA benefits if 
they have been convicted of FECA fraud. This 
would result in a savings of $22.6 million over 
5 years. (See H.R. 3491 ). 

I, along with all of the Republican Budget al
ternatives, recommend repealing the Davis
Bacon Act and exempting Federal construction 
projects from the reporting requirements of the 
Copeland Act. This would result in a savings 
of approximately $3.3 billion over 5 years. At 
a minimum, the threshold for coverage under 
the Davis-Bacon Act should be raised and the 
reporting requirements under the Copeland 
Act should be reduced. 

Again, I and all the Republican Budget alter
natives recommend amending the Service 
Contract Act to eliminate the successorship 
provision, thereby permitting successor con
tractors to pay lower wage rates or to provide 
less costly fringe benefits than those provided 
by their predecessors. This would result in a 
savings of $900 million over 5 years. Further
more, repealing the Service Contract Act 
would result in more significant savings. 

Mr. Chairman, the National Institute for Oc
cupational Safety and Health [NIOSH] was es
tablished in order to be the research arm for 
occupational health and safety issues. While 
some of its activities are focused on research, 
much of its work in recent years has been fo
cused on making recommendations for regu
latory action by MSHA, OSHA, and other 
agencies. This leads to a confusing situation
one Government agency, which does not have 
responsibility for action, telling another agen
cy, which does have that responsibility, what 
to do. I recommend eliminating NIOSH, saving 
$133 million from the administration's budget. 

The National Performance Review [NPR] 
recommended that OSHA establish a program 
using what it termed "market mechanisms" to 
improve safety and health, and specifically 
recommended the use of incentives to encour
age employers to utilize third party auditors to 
review the workplace. This proposal is similar 
to proposals for changing the OSHA program 
contained in legislation proposed by Education 
and Labor Republicans-see H.R. 2937. It is 
not a budget savings, but it would allow for 

better utilization of Government resources, 
and thus alleviate the need for any "army of 
OSHA inspectors to descend on American 
employers." 

I recommend allowing voluntary electronic 
filing of ERISA Annual Financial Reports
Forms 5500-and further consideration of how 
to increase the percentage of reports filed 
electronically. This is a desirable method of 
significantly reducing the cost of processing
cost shared by DOL and the IRS-and reduc
ing the 3-year delay it takes to obtain informa
tion from an annual filing. 

I recommend amending the ERISA require
ment for the filing of summary plan descrip
tions by employee benefit plan administrators 
with the DOL. Since the summary plan de
scriptions are actually filed for only a small 
percentage of plans, the cost to maintain the 
system and the administrative burden on em
ployers far outweigh its public benefit. The 
NPR suggest that this program change would 
save approximately $600,000 in fiscal years 
over a 5-year period. 

I recommend amending and enhancing the 
Department of Labor's Return-to-Work Pro
gram which assists occupationally disabled 
Federal workers return to work. By overhaul
ing the program substantial savings could be 
gained by reducing long-term benefit costs to 
the Government. The NPR estimates that the 
change would result in approximately $125.7 
million in savings over a 5-year period. 

Finally, I recommend that Pension Benefit 
Guaranty Corporation [PBGC] reform legisla
tion be enacted this Congress in order to pre
vent the occurrence of substantial long-term 
costs and the insolvency of the pension plan 
termination insurance programs administered 
by the PBGC. 

CONCLUSION 

In conclusion Mr. Chairman, I believe, in 
general, we need to pass economic policies 
which cut domestic spending; provide for a re
sponsible defense budget which meets na
tional security requirements in a volatile and 
unpredictable world; reduce the burden of 
taxes and mandates on private enterprise-
the job creators; and eliminate the deficit so 
that we can begin the long and difficult task of 
reducing the national debt. I hope Congress 
will pass, and the President will support, a fis
cally responsible budget that addresses these 
fundamental criteria. 

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. Chairman, today this 
House debates the budget of the U.S. Govern
ment for the years 1995 through 1999. 

As we begin this debate it is clear that the 
Congress has arrived at a fork in the road. We 
have a choice. 

We can go down one fork in the road rec
ommended by President Clinton, or we can go 
down the other fork recommended by those of 
us who serve as Republican members of the 
House Budget Committee. 

The road that President Clinton wants us to 
take promises the American people business 
as usual as far as the eye can see. Down this 
road we get bigger Government, higher taxes, 
and nearly $1 trillion more added to the na
tional debt by 1999. 

Down the other road, mapped out by JOHN 
KASICH, and unanimously supported by all his 
Republican colleagues on the Budget Commit
tee, the American people get change. 

The Republican budget alternative reduces 
the deficit by $150 billion more than the Clin
ton plan. 

The Republican alternative provides tax re
lief for working families in the form of a $500 
tax credit for children. It also provides capital 
gains indexing, Individual retirement accounts, 
and strong depreciation incentives-all de
signed to help small businesses create jobs 
and grow our economy. 

The Republican alternative truly reinvents 
Government by transferring Federal land and 
resources to the States. It also reinvents the 
Department of Agriculture-restoring it as an 
agency designed to empower farmers not bu
reaucrats. 

The Republican alternative includes com
prehensive welfare reform, and tough punish
ment for crime. 

The Republican alternative includes a health 
care reform plan which identifies the problems 
with our health care system and fixes those 
problems. Our plan builds on the first health 
care system in the world and fundamentally 
rejects the socialist approach of the Clinton 
health plan. The Clinton health plan promises 
all the compassion of the IRS and the effi
ciency of the post office. 

The Republican alternative retains a strong 
defense to guarantee peace and security in a 
dangerous world. 

The Republican alternative calls for a budg
et which reflects the massive cost of Federal 
regulations and redtape, and then sets out to 
reduce that redtape. 

Now let's contrast this vision of change with 
Mr. Clinton's budget. The White House would 
like Americans to believe that the President's 
budget is a tough budget filled with spending 
cuts. Unfortunately, many in the media have 
bought into this deception. 

The facts lead to a very different conclusion. 
According to the President's own budget docu
ment, Federal outlays will rise from $1.4 trillion 
in 1993 to $1. 7 4 trillion in 1998. Only in Wash
ington would a $330 billion increase be con
sidered a tough budget. 

What makes these numbers more striking is 
that because of President Reagan's victory in 
the cold war we are today able to spend $70 
billion less in real terms on defense than we 
did in 1987. 

Even with dramatic declines in defense 
spending, we find overall spending going up. 
This tells us one simple fact: Domestic spend
ing under President Clinton is growing by 
leaps and bounds. 

Let me point out several specifics which 
demonstrate the problem with the Clinton 
budget. As a member of the Budget Commit
tee, I was responsible for developing four 
areas in the Republican budget. These were 
natural resources, agriculture, energy, and 
science. Lets compare the difference in these 
areas with President Clinton's budget. 

The Republican alternative cuts outlays in 
the natural resources area $17 billion more 
than Clinton over 5 years. In energy, the Re
publican plan cuts $16.4 billion more in out
lays over 5 years. In agriculture, we achieve 
$10.6 billion more in outlay savings. Only in 
science do we spend a modest $1.9 more in 
outlays than Clinton. 

In just four areas, the Republican alternative 
achieves $42 billion more in spending reduc-
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tion over 5 years. This makes it clear why the 
Clinton budget continues to grow the Govern
ment. 

The choice at the fork in the road is clear: 
More of the same big Government with Mr. 
Clinton, or real change with the Republican 
plan. I vote for change. 

It is clear from this budget debate that the 
Democrats looked change in the eye, and 
blinked. By contrast the Republicans em
braced it. 

President Clinton promised Americans fam
ily tax relief; the Republicans deliver it with the 
$500 tax credit for children. 

It is about time we started giving families a 
break. 

I am always amused when I listen to the 
media or read studies by academics talking 
about what the biggest expenses for families 
are. 

Sometimes we hear that the mortgage is the 
biggest expense. 

Sometimes we hear that food and clothing 
are the biggest expense. 

Sometimes we hear about education or 
transportation expenses. 

None of these are close to the biggest ex
pense for most families. 

The biggest expense for middle class Amer
ican family is taxes. 

Tax Freedom Day is the day each year that 
the average person works to pay the tax bill. 
Last year it was May 3, the latest ever. It will 
be even later this year with all the new Clinton 
tax hikes. 

This means that in the typical American 
family, the parents are working for the Govern
ment for the first 4 months of the year. Over 
a third of family income goes to Government. 

It is time to recognize this huge tax burden 
and give something back to the hard working 
families that pay the bills around here. 

It is also appropriate that this tax credit 
gives something to the young people of this 
country since they are going to be the ones 
responsible for paying the interest on the na
tional debt that Congress keeps increasing. 

This $500 credit is the least we can give to 
our children. As it stands now, all the Demo
crat budget plan gives them is a $4.5 trillion 
debt. 

President Clinton and his Vice President 
continually talk about reinventing government. 
The Republican budget alternative doesn't just 
talk about reinventing government-we do it. 

Included in our plan is a complete overhaul 
of the Federal Government's natural resources 
policy. 

We dramatically downsize the Department 
of Interior-eliminating bureaucracy and con
solidating the numerous Federal land agencies 
into one Federal Land Management Agency. 

We retain parks and land of an enduring na
tional interest at the Federal level and transfer 
the remaining land and control to the States. 

I would like to quote from Vice President 
GORE'S National Performance Review [NPR] 
in support of our proposal. Here the NPR is 
addressing the need to consolidate land pro
grams within Interior: 

Federal lands managed by DOI's Bureau of 
Land Management (BLM) and the Depart
ment of Agriculture's Forest Service often 
lie side by side or are intermingled in many 
areas. This dispersed ownership pattern pre-

vents efficient operations and results in frag
mented assistance to customers. 

This sounds great, but the President's budg
et does nothing to address this. The Repub
lican plan takes action. We combine the lands 
of many Federal agencies into one land man
agement agency. The Republican plan doesn't 
just talk about the problem, it fixes the prob
lem. 

Similarly, in the Department of Agriculture 
we work to empower farmers, not bureaucrats. 

We close more field offices than the admin
istration, but avoid cuts in farm programs such 
as the administration's dramatic reduction in 
conservation cost share programs. 

Unlike the administration we don't only cut 
field offices that farmers use, we also cut field 
offices that have only administrative functions. 

I would now like to address the issue of 
health care reform. It is interesting to note that 
neither the President's original budget submis
sion, or the Democrat budget plan accounts 
for the cost of the administration's health re
form plan. 

Earlier in the year, Representative PENNY 
and I introduced legislation to require that all 
Government mandated health care reform be 
on-budget where the American people can 
clearly see the level of taxes and outlays envi
sioned under the Clinton health plan or any 
other health reform plan that includes man
dates. 

This is no small matter. A recent analysis by 
the Alexis de Tocqueville Institution, which I 
distributed to all members earlier this week, 
concludes that by the year 2004, when the 
Clinton plan is fully implemented, taxes would 
be $566 billion higher than without the.Clinton 
plan. In effect, under the Clinton plan Federal 
taxes would be increased by 27 percent, by 
far the largest tax increase every. 

Last month, the Congressional Budget Of
fice recommended that the Clinton health plan 
should be on-budget with the mandated pre
miums of employers and employees counted 
as Federal receipts and the expenditures of 
the health alliances counted as Federal out
lays. 

Since CBO's view was only advisory, I have 
found it necessary to pursue this issue and 
help ensure that any health care reform en
acted this year is properly accounted for in the 
Federal budget. 

Last week during the Budget Committee 
markup of this resolution I offered an amend
ment making clear that it is the understanding 
of the Budget Committee that any health care 
reform relying on mandated payments should 
be on-budget. I am pleased that this amend
ment passed and is included in the Sabo 
budget resolution. 

The American people are presented with 
two dramatically different visions for America 
in this budget debate. The Democrat-Clinton 
budget sees America's future in higher taxes, 
more spending, and bigger Government. 

By contrast, the Republican plan is a de
tailed vision of a dramatically scaled down 
Federal Government, lower taxes, and less 
control of our lives by Washington. 

Mr. Chairman, we have indeed arrived at a 
fork in the road. For 40 years this House has 
been controlled by the Democrats. As a result 
we have continued down the road of bigger 
Government. It is time for a change. 

The American people are ready to take the 
other fork in the road-the fork that leads to 
less Government and more freedom. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup
port of the budget resolution before the House 
today. 

This resolution implements the spending 
cuts mandated by the deficit reduction pack
age enacted by Congress last year. 

This resolution projects a deficit of $175 bil
lion in fiscal year 1995, a full $115 billion less 
than where our Nation was 3 years ago. It re
sults in a deficit that represents the smallest 
share of our economy since 1979. That is sig
nificant progress my friends and the nay-say
ers on the other side of the aisle should stand 
up and take note. 

To achieve these savings, we are trimming 
discretionary spending to $102 billion below 
the baseline level, by maintaining the spend
ing caps on discretionary programs for fiscal 
years 1994 through 1998. In fact, this resolu
tion is $6.8 billion in budget authority below 
the discretionary cap for fiscal year 1995. 

President Clinton's budget presented us 
with a number of important investment oppor
tunities. This budget assumes 92 percent of 
these investments in such efforts as Head 
Start, job training, compensatory education, 
WIC, and crime control. This budget also as
sumes most of the extensive cuts in discre
tionary spending with the termination of 100 
programs and spending cuts in more than 200 
others. 

This budget resolution wisely rejects the 
President's proposed cuts in low income en
ergy assistance and in mass transit operating 
funds. 

I urge my colleagues to support this resolu
tion, and I want to congratulate my friend, 
Chairman SABO, for his and his committee's 
efforts in putting it together. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, before any Mem
bers of this House try to sell the American 
people on the idea that the Federal budget 
deficit has been tamed-that Congress can 
take a respite from deficit-cutting this year
keep in mind that the Congressional Budget 
Office has estimated that the deficit will climb 
to $365 billion in less than a decade. 

The budget for fiscal year 1995, which has 
been proposed by the Budget Committee, and 
which closely mirrors the budget submitted by 
President Clinton, raises the white flag in the 
fight to reduce the deficit. In fact, were we not 
to pass this budget resolution and simply allow 
the budget to run on auto-pilot, deficits would 
actually be lower over 5 years by some $26 
billion than they will be under the Clinton 
budget. 

Let me say that again: if we do nothing-if 
we simply allow the current budget to run on 
auto-pilot-the Nation will accumulate $26 bil
lion less in new debt than if we pass the Clin
ton budget. 

Mr. Chairman, the President and the com
mittee had to struggle just to say within the 
spending caps they set in their own budget 
last year. They were left scrambling after the 
Congressional Budget Office [CBO] found that 
the President's plan exceeded the spending 
caps by $3.1 billion. 

But, even that doesn't tell the whole story. 
The only way the President and the Budget 
Committee can make their budget numbers 
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meet the spending caps is by omitting major 
spending initiatives they support. 

For example, the budget before us today 
does not include the costs of the President's 
health care reform plan, and those costs will 
be significant. Despite the President's sugges
tion that his health care plan will reduce defi
cits, the CBO determined just a day after he 
submitted his budget that the Clinton health 
plan would boost Federal budget deficits by 
$74 billion. And a week later, CBO upped that 
projection by $51 billion more-bringing the in
crease in the deficit attributable to the Clinton 
health care plan to a total of $125 billion over 
9 years. 

The costs of welfare reform, the crime bill, 
and immigration reform are missing from this 
budget, as well. Once those are added, 
spending will increase further, and so will the 
budget deficit. 

This budget is short by $20 billion the 
amount which the Clinton administration's own 
Bottom-Up Review determined was necessary 
to meet the basic national security needs of 
the country. 

Mr. Chairman, this budget resolution would 
score an incomplete in any classroom in 
America. 

This is a budget of stale ideas-just more 
spending and more debt. 

The alternative budget that is being pro
posed by the ranking Republican on the Budg
et Committee, JOHN KASICH, is a budget of 
real change. The Kasich budget would reduce 
the Clinton deficits by $152.6 billion over 5 
years. By setting priorities, the Kasich budget 
is not only able to cut low-priority spending 
and achieve those savings, but also identify 
the resources and pay for health care reform, 
welfare reform, and a new crime initiative. 

The Kasich budget includes significant new 
economic growth incentives, including indexing 
of capital gains, fully deductible individual re
tirement accounts [IRA's], extension of the re
search and development tax credit, and imme
diate expensing of business equipment. 

And, most important, it gives badly needed 
tax relief to American families, providing a 
$500 per child tax credit. That provision alone 
will pump $375 million into Arizona's economy 
every year. 

Mr. Chairman, the Kasich. budget provides 
tax relief. It includes, and fully funds, health 
care and welfare reform, and a major 
anticrime initiative. It does all these things and 
still cuts the Clinton deficits by more than 
$152 billion. How? It sets priorities for spend
ing, something that has been lacking for far 
too long in this Chamber. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose the commit
tee-Clinton budget, and support the Kasich al
ternative. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex
pired on this segment. 

Pursuant to the rule, it is now in 
order to debate the subject matter of 
amendment No. 4. 

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KA
SICH] will be recognized for 30 minutes 
and the gentleman from Minnesota 
[Mr. SABO] will be recognized for 30 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. KASICH]. 

GENERAL DEBATE ON AMENDMENT NO. 4 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 
minutes to the very distinguished gen-

tleman from Virginia [Mr. WOLF], one 
of the leaders of the family movement 
in the House. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman and Mem
bers of the body, I want to strongly rise 
in support of the Kasich budget. This is 
the most important vote that any 
Member of Congress will be able to 
vote on with respect to helping the 
American family. In the Kasich budget, 
in the Republican budget, they give a 
$500 tax credit per child. Now, in the 
National Commission for Children, 
which President Clinton was on and 
Marian Wright Edelman, noted for 
being concerned with children, Senator 
ROCKEFELLER, and our colleague from 
the other side, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. MILLER], came on and 
recommended a $1,000 tax credit. We 
can only give a $500 tax credit, but still 
it will make a difference. 

Second, why should we be for this? 
The American family is under more 
pressure today than any other time in 
the history of this country. Every indi
cator that you look at is going the 
wrong way: Child abuse is up, spouse 
abuse is up, teen suicide is up, teen 
pregnancy is up, teen violence is up. 
The Kasich budget deals with this issue 
by allowing moms and dads to keep 
more of their hard-earned money. 

They say the basic problem for the 
family is the twin deficits, not enough 
money to take care of the kids and not 
enough time to spend with their kids. 
The Kasich budget allows parents to 
keep more of their hard-earned money. 
We do not create a new Government 
agency, we do not hire more employ
ees, we do not build more buildings, we 
just merely allow you in your tax re
turns to keep more of your hard-earned 
money. 

Last year we had a bill similar to 
this, with 240 cosponsors, both Repub
lican and Democrats alike. 

Second, I as a father of five kids-and 
none of my kids can take advantage of 
this now, they are too old-but I want
ed my children to have my values. If 
you want your children to have your 
values, you have to spend time with 
your children; you do not just publish a 
notice saying, "These are the values of 
the family and you will live by them." 

Values are not only taught to chil
dren, values are caught by children, as 
Dr. Dotson says. This bill will enable 
parents to spend more time with their 
kids. This is clearly-there are many 
other good things in the bill, many 
other things-but this one provision 
with regard to the $500 tax credit is the 
most pro-family _ issue that we have 
ever had. 

So I just strongly urge Members, 
frankly everyone on both sides of the 
aisle, to support this bill because this 
bill will do more than anything we 
have done in the last 10 years to help 
the American family. 

So I strongly rise and urge everyone 
to support this very, very reasonable 

proposal. I thank the gentleman from 
Ohio. He has done more in this pro
posal to help moms and dads and kids 
than anything we have done in this 
Congress for the last 10 years. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLF. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. KASICH. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, would the gentleman 
from Virginia say that the people 
across this country, the American fam
ily, would like to cut paperclips and 
printing and transportation of bureau
crats in part to help pay for this? Or 
does the gentleman think they would 
rather invest in paperclips, travel, bu
reaucracy? 

Mr. WOLF. No, the moms and dads of 
this country would certainly favor 
this. Particularly, let me say the 
toughest job in the world is a single 
parent. The gentleman's bill does more 
to help single parents than anything 
we have done. So, clearly, they would 
like to make those cuts. 

I thank the gentleman again for his 
leadership. He has done more to help 
parents, particularly single parents, 
but all parents than any other single 
thing we have done. I hope the gen
tleman will get a unanimous vote from 
this side as well as the other side. 

Mr. Chairman, I support the Kasich budget, 
putting families first. The Kasich budget is a 
dramatic shift in Government resources that 
directly reinvests in American families and pro
vides incentives to increase job creation, pri
vate savings, and sound investments in the fu
ture by providing individuals and families with 
a greater participatory role in shaping and de
termining their own futures. 

The Kasich budget does all of this while cut
ting the budget by approximately $100 billion 
more than the President's budget. It also does 
this while putting a good welfare reform plan 
in place, reforming health care in a positive 
way that will help families and putting more 
money into crime control. This plan also does 
not harm present Federal employees or retir
ees and in fact will help many Federal em
ployee families by providing them with a sig
nificant tax break. Given the hits they have 
taken in the past 2 years, this is good news. 
In short, the Kasich budget is good policy and 
it makes good sense. 

Instead of increasing taxes and writing off 
the middle class, the Kasich budget resurrects 
many of the promises made to the middle 
class during the election and helps to revive 
the ability of families to personally invest in 
their future. The $500 child tax credit in the 
Kasich budget will scale back the heavy tax 
burden imposed on American families. This is 
a simple means of allowing families to keep 
more of their own hard-earned money and in
vest it in their own families. Family tax relief is 
a good common sense policy that has support 
across the political spectrum ranging from the 
Heritage Foundation to the Family Research 
Council to the Progressive Policy Institute to 
the Communitarian Network. The National 
Commission on Children, which was chaired 
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by Senator ROCKEFELLER and included as 
members Bill Clinton, Marian Wright Edelman, 
and Congressman GEORGE MILLER, endorsed 
a $1,000 child tax credit. Surely, with this kind 
of broad based support, we can at least start 
this process this year. 

In 1992, candidate Clinton berated Beltway 
Democrats who want to spend more of your 
tax money on programs that don't embody 
your values. In January 1992 as a Presidential 
candidate, Bill Clinton said that family tax relief 
was the answer. He said the one glaring dif
ference between himself and Democratic rival 
Paul Tsongas was his support for a middle
class tax cut. This tax cut was to be in the 
form of a child-based tax credit or a reduction 
in middle-class tax rates; families would select 
one or the other. In his campaign treatise, 
"Putting People First," Mr. Clinton reiterated 
this policy: "Virtually every industrialized na
tion recognizes the importance of strong fami
lies in its tax code: we should too." 

In the 102d Congress a family tax relief 
measure that I introduced, H.R. 1277, which 
increased the dependent deduction for chil
dren, gained the bipartisan support of 262 
House Members. In the 103rd Congress this 
same measure, introduced as H.R. 436, has 
the support of 208 Members. This measure 
would increase the dependent deduction from 
the present level of $2,350 to $3,500. The 
$500 tax credit for children included in the Ka
sich budget is the equivalent of increasing the 
dependent deduction to approximately $6,000 
for a family in the 15 percent bracket. This tax 
credit serves the same purposes and will allow 
families to keep more of their own hard
earned money. 

The growing tax toll on families burdens mil
lions of, if not most, families. When State and 
local taxes are included, Government now 
takes over one-third of the income of the aver
age family. During the past four decades, the 
tax protection for families has shrunk to one
quarter of what it was in the 1950s. If the de
pendent deduction had kept pace with inflation 
and per capita income, it would stand at over 
$8,000 a person this year, according to the 
Urban Institute, rather than the 1992 level of 
$2,300. 

Furthermore, two-thirds of the average 
working mother's earnings go to paying for in
creases in Federal taxes over the past several 
decades rather than providing additional in
come for her family. Uncle Sam gets more out 
of Mom's paycheck than do her own children. 

Not surprisingly, the condition of children 
and families has declined along with this in
creased taxation on families. Yet, while to
day's families are under tremendous cultural 
pressures and social changes, they are forced 
by financial realities to spend less and less 
time attending to family matters. Daily, we see 
the adverse effects of this downward spiral. 

A recent report by former Education Sec
retary William Bennett identifying various cul
tural indicators of well-being paints a disturb
ing picture of our culture today: There has 
been a 419-percent increase in illegitimate 
births since 1960; more than a 200-percent in
crease in the teenage suicide rate; and quad
rupling in divorce rates; a tripling of the per
centage of children living in single-parent 
homes; a drop of almost 80 points in SAT 
scores; and a 560-percent increase in violent 

crime, much of it by perpetrators of a younger 
and younger age. Another frequently cited 
study noted that parents today spend 40 per
cent less time with their children than did par
ents a generation ago. And all of this has oc
curred while total social spending by all levels 
of government-measured in constant 1990 
dollars-has risen from $143 billion to $787 
billion-more than a fivefold increase. Infla
tion-adjusted spending on welfare has in
creased by 630 percent, spending on edu
cation by 225 percent. Bennett writes, "Never 
before has the reach of government been 
greater Gr its purse larger-and never before 
have our social pathologies been worse." 

It is time to put families first again. The Ka
sich budget does exactly that. I invite my 
many colleagues who supported this tax relief 
measure to join us in supporting the Kasich 
budget. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, may I in
quire of the gentleman from Ohio, does 
the gentleman intend to make a gen
eral presentation on his plan? 

Mr. KASICH. I would say to the gen
tleman, what we do is have a lineup of 
some speakers who are going to basi
cally talk about it. I am not writing 
what they are going to say, but they 
obviously are going to reflect the part 
of the plan that they support, such as 
the gentleman from Virginia has just 
done. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
ARMEY] is going to have some com
ments of a more general nature. 

Mr. SABO. I was planning a general 
response to what I assumed would be a 
general presentation by the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. KASICH. I think it will be more 
general presentation on the plan, and 
then of course we have the extra time 
tomorrow to do it again. I am not sure 
what the gentleman is looking for. I 
am not sure what the gentleman wants 
me to tell him. 

We are going to have 30 minutes' 
worth of speakers who are going to 
outline why they support this. 

Mr. SABO. They are going to be 
speaking to individual parts of it, not 
to the totality? 

Mr. KASICH. I would say to the gen
tleman I cannot tell him that, I do not 
know. I think some will be specific, 
such as Mr. WOLF; some will be more 
general, like the distinguished gen
tleman from Texas; Mr. ALLARD will be 
more general. I do not know about the 
rest of it yet. 

Mr. SABO. Very well. I was getting 
geared up to follow the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. KASICH]. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee, I would first comment 
about some of the comments I heard 
earlier that somehow things are on 
automatic pilot. That is simply not the 
case. We are on a program that is pro
ducing significant deficit reduction. We 
had projections of deficits well over 
$300 billion a year. They are coming 
down to approximately $255 billion for 

last year, projected at about $255 bil
lion this current year, and projected to 
go down under this program to $175 bil
lion in 1995. 

This . plan involves significant 
changes from the administration's pro
posal and from plans of a year ago, as 
we continue on course on a significant 
deficit reduction program designed to 
get the economy going. 

Let me speak to some of the specifics 
of the Republican plan which we have 
before us. Clearly, the thought of giv
ing a tax cut to people is always popu
lar. But what do they do? You know, a 
year ago we passed a substantial in
crease in the earned income tax credit 
for people working hard and at the bot
tom of the economic scale in this coun
try. Are they eligible for the Repub
lican tax credit? No. 

If your income is $16,000, you are not 
eligible if you are a family of 4. But the 
benefit goes, and continues, to people 
with incomes up to $200,000. 

But what strikes me more than any
thing about this plan is the hidden ex
plosion of tax cuts contained in the bill 
and under their proposals. · 

Substantial increases in business de
preciation, in IRA's, primarily benefit
ing the most affluent; indexation of 
capital gains, with over 50 percent of 
the benefits going to people with in
comes over $200,000. How do they do it? 

D 1420 
They structure it so we do not see 

the costs in this 5-year window, but 
they explode in costs after this 5 years. 

Our estimate: 
We do not say it with detailed lan

guage, but our estimates are that the 
costs of the benefits for high income 
people, changes in business deprecia
tion for business, will cost in the 
neighborhood of $40 billion a year once 
we get beyond the window of the 5-
year-pay-go provisions. 

What about what does this amend
ment do, some of the basic things we 
are trying to do to get America going 
again both in the short term and then 
in long term? 

I say, if your interest is research, it 
gets cut whether it is in NSF, whether 
it is in energy and seeking to find fund
ing for alternative energy resources in 
this country. All those programs get 
cut. If you are concerned about a pro
gram like NIST A, trying to make 
grants to push the technology of this 
country, cut, a good number of them 
simply eliminated. Transportation, 
basic infrastructure of this country for 
highways and transportation, cut. Op
erating subsidies, cut. Costs trans
ferred to local uni ts of government. 
Amtrak, Northeast Corridor, elimi
nated. Education and training. 

As my colleagues know, I did not 
support NAFTA, but I listened to peo
ple who supported NAFTA, and they 
said, "We know it is going to create 
some dislocation in our economy. We 
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are going to have to put special empha
sis on training, over 5 years in edu
cation, training, employment and so
cial services.'' 

Mr. Chairman, the Kasich amend
ment cuts education by $53.3 billion in 
budget authority, close to $45 billion in 
outlays. Impact aid, eliminated. Guar
anteed student loans, changed. So, stu
dents have to pay close to $10 billion 
for over the 5-year period, and it goes 
on and on, a couple of billion dollars 
more cut from training programs. 

The President's proposal for addi
tional job training, not funded. Health, 
increased. Research to deal with the 
vital health issues before this country, 
cut. And then, of course, we get to 
Medicare, big, substantial cuts in Med
icare, $45 billion, most of it involving 
not reduction in programs, but transfer 
of costs from the Government to the el
derly, many of the proposals similar to 
some of the things that the President 
recommends in his program for com
prehensive reform of health care in this 
country. And to do some of those 
things in that context, Mr. Chairman, 
this amendment would cut the knees 
off that proposal at this point in time. 

So, Mr. Chairman, veterans affairs, 
cut. Administration of justice, cut. It 
goes on and on. 

Mr. Chairman, it is basically an 
amendment that says we will do some
thing for some middle class families 
today, but we will hide the fact that we 
are really passing the big tax cu ts for 
business, for the high income people, 
and hide it in such a fashion that the 
costs show up beyond the 5-year win
dow, basically saying, we do not want 
to readjust, reform, Government as the 
administration is doing, to cut what 
Government is doing in our society, 
but focusing on some of the primary 
needs of this country in health re
search, in education, training, in train
ing our work force, in doing a better 
job of solving our criminal justice sys
tem in this country. 

So, Mr. Chairman and Members of 
the House, I would urge the Members of 
this body to vote no on the Kasich 
amendment. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself as much time as I can consume 
here to respond because it is very in
teresting what the chairman has said. 

First of all, Mr. Chairman, it is inter
esting to note that they no longer can 
criticize our budget fundamentally on 
the basis of the 5 years. Now they have 
got to reach beyond the 5 years in 
order to talk about how there is this 
great loss of revenue. 

First of all, every time we have been 
asked to pay for programs, we have 
done it. We met the Clinton challenge 
when he said, "If you don't like our 
taxes, give us your specifics," and 
every time we give those folks the spe
cifics, Mr. Chairman, they reject them 
in favor of more taxes. 

Now we also do not believe in the 
static system, making industry in 

America more competitive. As my col
leagues know, it is the administration 
that is bashing the Japanese right now, 
and to some degree with good reason, 
but do my colleagues know what the 
capital gains tax is in Japan right now? 
It is zero I am told by the distinguished 
ranking member of the Joint Economic 
Committee, the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. ARMEY], and what we are trying to 
do is to say that people should be pro
tected against inflation. 

Mr. Chairman, if a senior citizen sells 
their home, they bought their home at 
$50,000, they sell it at $100,000, and 
there is $30,000 worth of inflation, they 
should not pay taxes on inflation. Sec
ond, small businesses should be given 
incentive to be able to depreciate plant 
and equipment, and guess who uses 
plant and equipment in America? The 
American worker, to become more 
competitive. 

But what the chairman wants to say 
is, "Well, we can't get it in the 5 years. 
We'll get it in the outyears." 

First of all, Mr. Chairman, we think 
we will have a growth. We will have 
added growth in this country by pro
viding incentives to individuals and 
businesses that will help this economy; 
and, No. 2, we will pay for our pro
grams, and it is interesting to note 
that the administration came up here 
with their heal th care plan which the 
General Accounting Office said turned 
health care over to the government, 
and it has disappeared from the budget. 
Why? Because it explodes the deficit, 
not only in the short run, but into the 
long run, almost into the year 2004, and 
then 2004 and on. I do not think the 
numbers are very credible. 

But let me tell my colleagues a cou
ple of other things that he has said: 

So, in other words, we have got some 
growth elements, we have got family 
tax relief, we think the one positive 
element of the Clinton plan the last 
time were the tax incentives for poor 
Americans. 

We welcomed those. Those are Re
publican ideas. We want to enhance 
those. We want to give some relief to· 
the American family by downsizing the 
Government more than the Clinton ad
ministration. 

The gentleman talks education, job 
training programs. My colleagues, the 
administration wants to invest in 
Washington bureaucracy. We want to 
solve the problems of Americans who 
cannot get job trained. Do my col
leagues know what we do? We take 84 
bureaucracies. We combine the pro
grams into seven, and we send the 
money to the States, and we tell the 
Governors and the county commis
sioners, we think you are better at 
training people than a bureaucrat in 
Washington who does not even know 
what time zone it is where you live. 

And let me tell my colleagues what 
the General Accounting Office said 
about the job training programs: 

When reviewed individually, the 
more than 150 programs providing em
ployment training, assistance, have 
well intended purposes. 

My colleagues have good purposes 
when they want to invest in Washing
ton Bureaucracy. However collectively, 
and I am quoting the GAO, they create 
confusion and frustration for their cli
ents and administrators, hamper the 
delivery of services tailored to the 
needs of those seeking assistance and 
create the potential for duplication of 
effort and unnecessary administrative 
costs. 
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We are convinced that a major struc

tural overhaul and consolidation in 
employment training programs is need
ed. And we have major restructuring of 
the programs and we empower local 
people to fix the pro bl ems. 

I say to the other side, "No, it is you 
who want to invest in Washington Bu
reaucracy. It is you who want to invest 
in government overhead." What we 
want to do is we want to trust the peo
ple in the States and in the local com
munities. That is why we developed our 
WIC-plus program that consolidated all 
the nutrition programs and send them 
to the States. It saved $8 billion, and 
we said to the States, "Double the 
amount of money for poor women, in
fants, and children." 

We eliminate bureaucracy, and we 
eliminate redtape. Americans all over 
this country know that we need to 
chop the waste, the duplication, the 
redtape, and the inefficiency, and we 
need to improve the programs. That is 
precisely what we have done, and in 
the course of doing it, we have provided 
incentives to business so they can hire 
people. That is paid for. 

We decided that it is noble for people 
to save, so we created IRA's. No, we did 
not create it. Lloyd Bentsen created 
the IRA program in our budget, and we 
decided in the course of downsizing and 
improving the operation of the Federal 
Government we will contribute to defi
cit reduction $150 billion more than the 
administration, and at the same time 
we want to give the American family a 
piece of the savings because it rep
resents some of the money that they 
send to this town. This town is intent 
and this administration is intent on 
maintaining the status quo. 

Mr. Chairman, I would say to my col
league that there is not a better defini
tion of the difference between the ad
ministration and the House Repub
licans than this budget proposal. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, before I 
yield more time, let me yield myself 
such time as I may consume simply to 
say this: It is this administration that 
is using Federal employees by over 
270,000 over a period of 5 years. Under 
this budget the amount of GDP that 
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the Federal Government consumes by 
itself in goods and services is at the 
lowest level since 1948. It is this admin
istration that is doing the hard work of 
reforming the Federal Government, of 
making it efficient, of streamlining it, 
and or turning around the record of the 
last 12 years of Republican administra
tions. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 minutes to 
the gentlewoman from New York [Ms. 
SLAUGHTER]. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding to 
me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Ohio, specifically to the 
draconian cuts that it makes in an 
area that I have been working on and 
that I think is important to every 
American family. I speak today as a 
microbiologist with a master's degree 
in Public Health and say quite hon
estly that the benefits to health re
search we have achieved over the last 4 
years will be destroyed in the Kasich 
budget. 

We remember how hard we worked in 
this House to get where we are today. 
I think every American woman is be
ginning to realize that for years she 
had been completely ignored in health 
resources. We found this out first after 
the aspirin studies became known to 
us. We were told that an aspirin a day 
would help men to prevent heart at
tack or a stroke. We were delighted. 
We said, "Every man we know shall 
certainly take this aspirin. Now, how 
much do we take?" It was then that we 
discovered that women had been left 
out of the clinical trials, and that they 
had no idea if we would benefit. 

Over the years during the total ne
glect of the health care of women in 
this country, the incidence of breast 
cancer has risen in the United States 
while it has fallen in countries that are 
comparable to ours. As a matter of 
fact, every woman in this country 
knows that the statistics are 1 in 8. If 
we had any other plague that affected 
1 in 8 Americans, we would be moving 
heaven and Earth to make sure we 
could cure, but not when it came to 
breast cancer. Only since 1990 have we 
been able to direct any money in the 
budget at all and direct it toward 
breast cancer research. 

There are millions of people, men and 
women, who devote themselves to work 
on this battle on a daily basis who are 
going to be angry to find that not only 
will we lose what we gained, but we are 
going back below where we used to be: 
pre-1990. 

It has taken us the 6 years I have 
been here to be able to get older wom
en's mammograms covered by Medi
care. We could lose this with Kasich. 

We talk about giving peace of mind 
to American families. How do we give 
an American family peace of mind 
when 1 in 8 of them will lose their 

mother, their daughter, their sister, or 
their wife. We have successfully tried 
over the years to pay some attention 
to the diseases that affect women most 
that have been ignored like ovarian 
cervical cancer, osteoporosis, lupus, 
the diseases related to DES exposure 
and diseases with special risk factors 
for women. 

We know that every single dollar we 
spend on health research or on preven
tion will save us $10. What we may lose 
here is an investment in the health of 
our citizens. 

There is $30 billion less than our 
budget recommendation for the discre
tionary health programs, and that in
cludes AIDS research, AIDS funding, 
and childhood immunization. We would 
already, if it were not for Colombia and 
Haiti, have the worst immunization 
rates for our children in the Western 
Hemisphere. 

Health research and infant mortal
ity, surely we cannot afford to let 
these things go unresearched. And 
what about tuberculosis prevention? 
That is a disease that is coming back 
and growing daily. 

These investments, as I have said be
fore, are very important. We cannot ex
pect a healthy economy built by an 
unhealthy Nation. Health must be a 
top priority for our Government. 

As we speak today, more women a.re 
dying of breast cancer. I would point 
out that 46,000 women will die this year 
of breast cancer, and 300 men will die; 
this is an incidence in men that dou
bles almost on a yearly basis. 

Mr. Chairman, after so many years of 
nothing and after 4 years of trying to 
catch up, I urge my colleagues not to 
take the risk of putting us back in to 
that abysmal darkness of illness and no 
hope. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. ARMEY]. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ARMEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Arizona. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I just 
want to respond to the last speaker and 
point out that while the Clinton budget 
does increase heal th care functions by 
11 percent, our budget does increase 
health care functions by 6 percent. So 
the draconian cuts the gentlewoman 
from New York is talking about are 
simply not true. We do understand the 
need for this kind of research, and we 
do fund it. We believe there are areas 
where we can make reductions, but we 
are not talking about the drastic cuts 
the gentlewoman suggested we were 
talking about. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, the gen
tlewoman from New York should real
ize that in her district, the 28th Dis
trict of New York, the Kasich budget 
promises $56.5 million of family tax re
lief. I am sure her families will find 
that nothing to sneeze at. 

Mr. Chairman, I have been listening 
to this debate from some time, and as 
I listen to the debate, I realize that the 
American people, when they address 
the question of the budget, make a sin
gular demand of us, and that is, in the 
parlance of the street, to "get real." 
They want us to "get real" and under
stand that this is a real matter of real 
consequences in their real lives. 
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What they do not understand in the 

real world is that in Washington we 
have a different standard for reality. In 
Washington, perception is reality. 

Now, I have just listened to another 
stock-in-trade tirade against the 
eighties. Mr. Chairman, when will the 
members of the Democrat Party give 
up on the eighties? When will they fi
nally give up on trying to tell the 
American people that what they under
stand to be their own life's experience 
for a very important decade in their 
life is something different than what 
they know it to have been? 

This is an important point. Because 
if the Democrat spokesman for their 
budget cannot even tell an accurate 
story about 10 years in the life experi
ence of the real American family 
across this whole Nation, if they can
not even understand the reality of life 
in America for the most recent decade 
in which we have lived in this country, 
how then can we expect them to 
present to us with any degree of reality 
what it is we are doing now, and what 
will be the consequences of that in the 
future? 

The fact is the American people made 
a magnificent economic success of 
their life during the eighties, espe
cially by contrast to the economic hor
ror of stagflation in the seventies, 
when in fact we had the only period in 
the history of this country, from 1976 
to 1980, where the rich got richer and 
the poor got poorer. 

During all of the eighties, with the 
exception of the year 1980, the last year 
of the Carter presidency, the last year 
prior to this year in which the Demo
crats controlled the House, the Senate, 
and the White House, we had 140 per
cent of all the decrease in average fam
ily income that took place in this 
country for the period of time 1979 to 
1989. In fact, in 1980, only 1 percent, the 
richest 1 percent of the American peo
ple, realized any increase in their aver
age family income. Everybody else 
lost. 

That, ladies and gentlemen, is why 
Ronald Reagan got elected. And 
throughout all the eighties, the rich 
got richer, and the poor got richer. And 
what galls the Democrats is that the 
rich got richer and the poor got richer 
on their own, without Government re
distribution programs. 

Mr. Chairman, the American people 
know the reality of their life experi
ence. Why not drop the farce. Leave 
the eighties alone. 
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Also, maybe we could do budget work 

that is a little bit better than good 
enough for Government work. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3112 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Con
necticut [Mrs. KENNELLY], a distin
guished member of the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise today in support of the budget res
olution and in opposition to the Kasich 
substitute. 

This budget resolution would reduce 
the deficit to a level that is $115 billion 
less than it was 3 years ago, represent
ing the smallest share of the U.S. econ
omy since 1979. It would mark the first 
time since 1969 that discretionary 
spending would actually fall. 

This budget is concrete evidence that 
the discretionary budget caps are real 
and they do bite. The Budget Commit
tee even had to cut the President's 
budget by an additional $3.1 billion to 
bring it into line with the caps and 
Congressional Budget Office scoring. 

In addition, we are under the entitle
ment caps set last year. And entitle
ment spending will be addressed in 
heal th care and welfare reform later 
this year. Both health care and welfare 
reform will be done on a pay-as-you-go 
basis. Increases in spending in one area 
will necessitate cuts in another. 

Mr. KASICH, on the other hand, as
sumes the Republican welfare plan. As 
I said to the gentleman from Ohio in 
the committee, the budget resolution, 
particularly a budget resolution with
out reconciliation instructions, is not 
the place to do welfare reform. The Re
publicans have their plan; the Presi
dent will submit his sometime around 
Easter and we will have real debate 
about this in the Ways and Means Com
mittee. 

I agree with the President that wel
fare ought to be a second chance, not a 
way of life. I certainly hope that those 
who vote with Mr. KASICH today are as 
serious about reinventing welfare when 
we get down to it in Ways and Means as 
they purport to be today. 

The Kasich substitute also assumes 
the Republican alternative health care 
plan. 

Again, this is not the place to debate 
heal th care. The Ways and Means 
Health Subcommittee has been in bi
partisan markup all week on health 
care. And Mr. DINGELL and Mr. FORD 
are talking with Members trying to 
move a bill in their respective commit
tees. 

We may not have a consensus on 
health care at this point but we do 
have three major committees hard at 
work on finding one. I think the one 
area all three committees would agree 
on at this point is that there certainly 
is not a consensus to support the Re
publican alternative . I can only hope 
your Members will be as interested in 
health care when it comes down to spe
cifics in the committees. 

The Budget Committee worked hard 
on this budget to bring it into line with 
last year's caps using CBO reestimates, 
but we also worked to increase funding 
for important programs. 

One of the few areas where the Presi
dent asked for a significant increase 
was for crime programs. We have in
creased funds for the crime bill and to 
move us toward our goal of putting an 
additional 100,000 police officers on the 
street. I don't think there is a single 
person in this body who would disagree 
with the need to crack down on crime. 
This funding will be of substantial help 
in that area. 

In addition, the committee added 
back much of the President's proposed 
cut in the Low Income Home Energy 
Assistance Program. Thousands of fam
ilies in Connecticut rely on this pro
gram for help to pay their heating 
bills. And when you've had a winter 
like the one we had this year, this 
funding can mean the difference be
tween life and death. 

So we did make hard choices in this 
budget resolution. Do I personally wish 
we could have done more in some 
area&-aid to cities for example-abso
lutely. But it is not always possible to 
do everything we would like to do, 
which brings us to Mr. KASICH's $500-a
child tax credit. 

Sure, it sounds great. I wish I could 
support it, and I'll bet the President 
does too. But with future deficits pro
jected to be over 160 billion per year, 
we simply cannot afford it. The Presi
dent has said, and I support him in 
this, that to the extent the economy 
continues to improve and the deficit 
along with it, he is willing to reexam
ine this issue. But in the interim, it 
simply is cruel to hold out hope that 
this is going to happen any time soon. 

The Kasich child tax credit is also a 
cruel hoax on many hardworking 
American families. Many moderate in
come families simply won't even be eli
gible-families with incomes below 
$16,000-that is because the credit is 
not refundable. It simply makes no 
sense that a family with $150,000 in
come gets $500 a child and the working 
family making a whole lot less doesn't. 

The Kasich substitute also promises 
$119 billion in tax cuts and lower defi
cits over the budget window. But he 
does it by using a different baseline 
and manipulating the numbers. In fact , 
the depreciation piece alone was esti
mated by Joint Tax to cost $60 billion 
over 5 years until they manipulated 
the timing of the deduction&-but even 
with the manipulation, the proposal 
raises $4 billion in the year but plunges 
to costing $1 billion in year five . CRS 
has estimated that outside the budget 
window, this change would ultimately 
be more than 10 times as large as the 
temporary decrease in the deductions 
in the budget window. 

So I would say to my colleagues be 
realistic, be responsible , oppose Kasich 

and support the budget resolution. This 
budget is a good budget, and well 
rounded. It continues the progress we 
made last year in attacking the deficit, 
progress that con tri bu ted to the eco
nomic rebound in many areas of the 
country. 

Finally, I would like to thank and 
commend my good friend, the gen
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. SABO], for 
his great leadership in shepherding this 
bill through his committee. He has 
worked tirelessly on this, and we all 
owe him a debt of gratitude. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Colorado [Mr. ALLARD], a 
member of the committee. 

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to thank the gentleman from Ohio 
for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, in response to the pre
vious speaker, the gentlewoman from 
Connecticut [Mrs. KENNELLY], it is the 
Republican budget, it is the Kasich 
budget, that is really making the 
tough choices. In addition to making 
these tough choices, we are providing 
$500 per child in tax credit for family 
relief from the tax burden they are al
ready facing. It is a badly needed relief 
that we should give to the American 
family. 

The basic choice is do you do more 
for Washington or do you do more for 
the people back home or for the Amer
ican family? And I think that the an
swer is that you do more for the Amer
ican family. Because when you do that, 
they are going to put their worth in 
the marketplace, and that is where real 
economic growth is going to occur. 

Mr. Chairman, today this House de
bates the budget of the U.S. Govern
ment for the years 1995 through 1999. 

As we move through this debate it is 
clear that the Congress has arrived at 
a fork in the road. We have a choice. 

We can go down one fork in the road 
recommended by President Clinton, or 
we can go down the other fork rec
ommended by those of us who serve as 
Republican members of the House 
Budget Committee. 

The road that President Clinton 
wants us to take promises the Amer
ican people business as usual as far as 
the eye can see. Down this road we get 
bigger government, higher taxes, and 
nearly $1 trillion more added to the na
tional debt by 1999. 

Down the other road, mapped out by 
JOHN KASICH, and unanimously sup
ported by all his Republican colleagues 
on the Budget Committee, the Amer
ican people get change, more for Wash
ington, less for us, the American peo
ple. 

The Republican budget alternative 
reduces the deficit by $150 billion more 
than the Clinton plan. 

The Republican alternative provides 
tax relief for working families in the 
form of a $500 tax credit for children. It 
also provides capital gains indexing, 
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individual retirement accounts, and 
strong depreciation incentives-all de
signed to help small businesses create 
jobs and grow our economy. 

The Republican alternative truly re
invents government by transferring 
Federal land and resources to the 
States. It also reinvents the Depart
ment of Agriculture-restoring it as an 
agency designed to empower farmers, 
not bureaucrats. 

The Republican alternative includes 
comprehensive welfare reform, and 
tough punishment for crime. 

The Republican alternative includes 
a health care reform plan which identi
fies the problems with our health care 
system and fixes those problems. Our 
plan builds on the finest health care 
system in the world and fundamentally 
rejects the socialist approach of the 
Clinton health plan. The Clinton 
heal th plan promises all the compas
sion of the IRS and the efficiency of 
the post office. 

The Republican alternative retains a 
strong defense to guarantee peace and 
security in a dangerous world. 

The Republican alternative calls for 
a budget which reflects the massive 
cost of Federal regulations and red
tape, and then sets out to reduce that 
red tape. 

Now, let's contrast this vision of 
change with Mr. Clinton's budget. The 
White House would like Americans to 
believe that the President's budget is a 
tough budget filled with spending cuts. 
Unfortunately, many in the media have 
bought into this deception. 

The facts lead to a very different con
clusion. According to the President's 
own budget document, Federal outlays 
will rise from $1.4 trillion in 1993 to 
$1.74 trillion in 1998. Only in Washing
ton would a $330 billion increase be 
considered a tough budget. 

Let me point out several specifics 
which demonstrate the problem with 
the Clinton budget. As a member of the 
Budget Committee I was responsible 
for developing four areas in the Repub
lican budget. These were natural re
sources, agriculture, energy, and 
science. Let's compare the difference in 
these areas with President Clinton's 
budget. 

In just four areas, the Republican al
ternative achieves $42 billion more in 
spending reduction over 5 years. This 
makes it clear why the Clinton budget 
continues to grow the government. 

I would now like to address the issue 
of health care reform. It is interesting 
to note that neither the President's 
original budget submission, or the 
Democrat budget plan, accounts for the 
cost of the administration's health re
form plan. 

Last month, the Congressional Budg
et Office recommended that the Clin
ton health plan should be on-budget 
with the mandated premiums of em
ployers and employers counted as Fed
eral receipts and the expenditures of 

the health alliances counted as Federal 
outlays. 

Since CBO's view was only advisory, 
I have found it necessary to pursue this 
issue and help ensure that any health 
care reform enacted this year is prop
erly accounted for in the Federal budg
et. 

Last week during the Budget Com
mittee markup of this resolution I of
fered an amendment making clear that 
it is the understanding of the Budget 
Committee that any health care reform 
relying on mandated payments should 
be on-budget. I am pleased that this 
amendment passed and is included in 
the Sabo budget resolution. 

The American people are presented 
with two dramatically different visions 
for America in this budget debate. The 
Democrat-Clinton budget sees Ameri
ca's future in higher taxes, more spend
ing, and bigger government. 

By contrast, the Republican plan is a 
detailed vision of a dramatically scaled 
down Federal Government, lower taxes, 
and less control of our lives by Wash
ington. 

Mr. Chairman, we have indeed ar
rived at a fork in the road. For 40 years 
this House has been controlled by the 
Democrats. As a result we have contin
ued down the road of bigger govern
ment. It is time for a change. 

The American people are ready to 
take the other fork in the road~the 
fork that leads to less government and 
more freedom. We need to do less for 
Washington and more for the American 
people. 
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Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 

minutes and 30 seconds to the distin
guished gentleman from North Caro
lina [Mr. PRICE], a member of our com
mittee. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, to anyone who finds the Ka
sich budget to have a superficial politi
cal appeal, all I would say is just read 
the fine print. I want to concentrate on 
one aspect of that here today. This is 
something we hear a lot of talk about 
in this Chamber, unfunded mandates. 

Members protest unfunded mandates 
all the time, and rightly so, the way we 
here in Washington sometimes make 
decisions without any regard for their 
impact on State and local government. 
Too often, we just pass the cost along. 

Well, to anyone who is concerned 
about unfunded mandates, I would say 
watch out for this Kasich budget. Not 
only does it have unfunded mandates, 
it has defunded mandates. 

We can do this in two ways: We can 
lay new responsibilities on the States 
and localities and then let them eat 
the cost, or we might remove the sup
ports they now have. Unfortunately, 
this Kasich budget does both. 

Let me give a few examples. In the 
natural resources and environment 
area, the Kasich substitute takes away 

$1.9 billion in Federal financial assist
ance to localities for construction of 
waste water treatment and drinking 
water facilities. That is what these 
communities have to do to comply 
with the Clean Water Act and Drinking 
Water Act. 

The Kasich budget would simply jerk 
the props out from under them. 

In the transportation area, the Ka
sich substitute says that the Federal 
share of mass transit capital grants is 
going to move from 80 to 50 percent, 
and there is going to be no assistance, 
no assistance whatsoever for operating 
costs. 

These transit systems are struggling 
to comply with the Clean Air Act and 
with the Americans With Disabilities 
Act, and the Kasich substitute would 
simply remove most of their support. 

Let us turn to the education and 
training budget, and consider impact 
aid. This is what communities that 
have Federal and military facilities 
nearby rely on for education assist
ance. 

The Kasich substitute would phase 
that out completely. How many Mem
bers will want to tell that to their 
local communities that count on that 
support? 

The Kasich substitute consolidates 
five social service programs into a sin
gle discretionary block grant and cuts 
their funding. Here we are talking 
about social services block grants, 
community services, at-risk child care, 
child care and development, and de
pendent care planning grants. What 
kind of deal is that for State and local 
governments? 

Then in health, the Kasich substitute 
says to the States, "You have got to 
adopt a Medicaid system that reduces 
per capita costs by 6 percent." The way 
we suggest you do that, says the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH], is to 
deny fee-for-service medicine to low-in
come people. Put them all on managed 
care. 

The Kasich budget would require the 
States to do this, and whether they did 
it or not, it would cut their Medicaid 
funding. 

What kind of a deal is that for the 
States? Managed care has its virtues, 
but to put that kind of mandate on the 
States and in the mean time to remove 
funding on which they depend, is the 
sort of thing we have seen far too much 
in this Chamber. And there is far too 
much of it in this Kasich budget. 

Mr. Chairman, we had a visit this 
week from North Carolina's county 
commissioners. They came up to Wash
ington with unfunded mandates on 
their mind. They reminded our North 
Carolina Members from both parties 
that government should be a partner
ship. It is irresponsible to brag about 
economizing in Washington, if we are 
simply shifting the burden to State and 
local governments. 

Unfunded and defunded mandates are 
a hallmark of the Kasich budget, and 
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that is one of the many reasons that it 
should be rejected. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
30 seconds to the gentleman from Ari
zona [Mr. KOLBE]. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, earlier 
the gentleman from North Carolina 
gave us a list of all the programs and 
listed all those programs that the ad
ministration was recommending that 
we cut. We had a chance yesterday to 
vote on two of those in an authoriza
tion on elementary and secondary edu
cation, to eliminate two of those the 
President said that he wanted elimi
nated. By a vote of 203 voting aye and 
213 voting no, we decided not to elimi
nate the Native Hawaiian Education 
program. By a vote of 202 voting aye 
and 220 voting no, we decided not to 
eliminate the Territorial Education 
Improvement Program. Those are two 
that the President of the United States 
has said we ought to eliminate. This 
body cannot eliminate the things that 
their own President says that he wants 
to eliminate. Let us not listen to the 
cuts they are talking about. They are 
meaningless. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Vir
ginia [Mr. GOODLATTE]. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to strongly urge support for the 
Kasich budget, particularly to the pre
vious speaker, my good friend, the gen
tleman from North Carolina, in the 
Fourth District, where his constituents 
would receive, under the Kasich Repub
lican budget, $54.9 million in family 
tax relief, if he would join us in sup
porting that budget. 

Mr. Chairman, I think lawmakers in 
Washington are finally beginning to 
hear the message. The American people 
want us to significantly cut spending. 
We will soon vote on several budget 
resolutions that claim to cut spending. 
A few actually do, but not the Presi
dent's plan. I still don't understand 
how the President can claim that his 
plan cuts spending when he failed to in
clude funding for his heal th care re
form plan and welfare reform in his 
budget proposal. Including funding for 
health care alone would have increased 
the President's budget by 25 percent 
and resulted in the largest tax hike in 
history. 

The Republican plan delivers what 
the President promised, a middle-class 
tax cut. Through wise and equitable 
spending reductions, these tax cuts will 
not increase the deficit. In my Sixth 
District of Virginia alone, the tax cut 
will amount to over $52 million dollars 
of increased personal disposal income. 

We have a choice today on more than 
just budgetary guidelines. We vote 
today on the need for real change. The 
Republican plan includes funding for 
change in how the Government oper
ates; change in health care; change in 
law enforcement; and change in the tax 
burden of middle class American fami-

lies. We have a clear choice. We can 
enact change for our families or we can 
vote to continue the status quo and the 
Washington establishment that has 
burdened each and every member of 
our country, not just taxpayers, with 
an over $17,000 share of our national 
debt. 

We can choose to pass a budget reso
lution that listens to the demands and 
acts on the wishes of our constituents, 
or we can choose a smoke and mirror 
show that protects the Washington es
tablishment and continues business as 
usual. 

I urge support to the Kasich amend
ment. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. BAC 

Mr. BACCHUS of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, I have heard the President of the 
United States, Mr. Clinton, accused of 
many things by the Republicans in the 
past year, rarely have I ever heard him 
accused by Republicans of being a de
fender of the status quo. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the Kasich substitute. From time to 
time, I am a fellow traveler of the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH]. I am 
an admirer of his. I work with him. I 
helped write and supported the Penny
Kasich deficit reduction plan last No
vember. I voted for it. I would do so 
again, if it were on the floor today. 

I am sure I will be voting with the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] 
again in the future on other efforts. I 
am often his fellow traveler. But this 
time my friend, the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. KASICH] is taking us down 
the wrong road. 

We are on the right road now, the 
road to real and enduring prosperity. 
The deficit is down. Jobs are up. We are 
making the transition at long last that 
we need to make to compete in the 
world economy. 

The President introduced a training 
program yesterday, a reemployment 
program. I am a cosponsor of that. 

We have technology initiatives in 
space and defense reinvestment and 
other advanced technologies. 
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The Clinton plan is working, and we 

need to give it a chance to continue to 
work. The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
KASICH] would take us on a detour 
away from recovery and away from 
prosperity. 

Mr. Chairman, I like the $500 per 
child tax credit in this plan. All of us 
do. In an ideal world, when we have 
enough money, we would all vote for 
that. Perhaps some day we will, but at 
what price? $108 billion. 

Financed by what? Look at the de
tails, as the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. PRICE] said, look at the 
fine print. The gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. KASICH] is suggesting not tough 
choices but wrong choices: cuts in Head 

Start, child nutrition, child care, in 
many education programs, in student 
loans. Is that really pro-family? 

Mr. Chairman, 34,000 of my constitu
ents have already received a tax cut as 
part of the Clinton deficit reduction 
plan through an increase in the earned 
income tax credit. Only 3,000 got per
sonal income tax increases. I voted for 
that bill in part because it helped cut 
taxes for a lot of my constituents. I am 
certain that a similar number would 
have received tax cuts in the district of 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH], 
had he been willing to vote for that. 
They did, thanks to the fact that a ma
jority in the House nevertheless did 
pass the bill. 

Also in the fine print the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] is cutting 
worker retraining, transportation, 
community development, advanced 
technologies of all kinds. Is that pro 
growth? I don't think so. Inevitably, I 
believe these cuts in domestic discre
tionary spending would doom the space 
station and much of the space program. 

My own view, as the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. KASICH] knows, is that we 
will be able to achieve all the invest
ments we ever need, public and private 
alike, all the tax breaks that the mid
dle class definitely needs, and the bal
anced budget, only if we make some 
truly tough choices, some truly hard 
choices. We have to tell the truth to 
the American people about entitlement 
spending. We have to means test enti
tlements. 

I commend the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. KASICH] for the fact that he has 
some means testing for Medicare in his 
proposal, but we need a lot more. I ap
plaud him for the good that he has 
done. I am sure I will work with him to 
do more good in the future, but it is 
going to take something more than 
just appeasing the people with phony 
promises of a phantom tax credit. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from South 
Carolina [Mr. INGLIS], a member of the 
committee. 

Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina. I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
to me. 

I rise in strong support of the so
called Kasich substitute. I would point 
out to my colleagues here in this House 
that contrary to the previous Speaker, 
there is not calm in the country. In 
fact, I believe we are on the verge of a 
revolution. The revolution will not 
start, though, with any guns. The revo
lution will start with two implements: 
one, a calculator, and two, a paycheck 
stub. 

Mr. Chairman, I would encourage the 
people of America to take out their lit
tle calculator and to take out their 
paycheck stub, and to calculate the 
percentage of taxes they are paying out 
of what they make to this bloated Fed
eral Government, to their large State 
government, and then keep going, add 
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up the sales taxes that they pay at the 
grocery store, add the taxes they pay 
as a result of the Clinton budget last 
time at the gas pump; add it all up. 
The national average is, you have 40 
cents out of every dollar we make, we 
pay in taxes. Forty cents out of every 
dollar we make, State and local taxes, 
is the national average. In some places 
it is up to 50 cents. 

Mr. Chairman, we have people on the 
other side who say, "My goodness, we 
cannot cut anything. My goodness, we 
cannot give money back to the Amer
ican family.'' The previous speaker is 
actually depriving the people of his dis
trict of $51.9 million of tax relief. That 
is tax relief that families in that gen
tleman's district need, because they 
are currently paying 40 cents out of 
every dollar they make in taxes. 

Mr. Chairman, I submit to my col
leagues, if we want to stop that revolu
tion from happening, that revolution 
that is going to be caused by a calcula
tor and that paycheck stub, that we 
have to offer middle class tax relief. 
That is what the Kasich plan is about. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes and 30 seconds to the gen
tleman from Cleveland, Ohio [Mr. 
HOKE]. 

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, $176 billion is not very 
much money anymore. If we believe 
the gentleman from Florida, if we were 
to do something about reducing that 
$176 billion deficit any further, we 
would lose this prosperity that we have 
all of a sudden engaged in overnight. 

Mr. Chairman, I was waiting to hear 
about a chicken in every single pot 
that might be also a part of our new 
prosperity. It seems to me that we are 
missing the forest for the trees in this 
debate, and that what is really going 
on here is a very fundamental dif
ference between whether you believe 
that we ought to send more money to 
Washington, to filter it back through 
these bloated bureaucracies to the 
local areas, to the places that we come 
from, or whether we believe that those 
States, those localities, those munici
palities, those cities, those townships, 
those counties are in a better position 
to fund that money themselves and to 
pay for it and to raise the taxes and do 
with it what they want on a local level. 

Mr. Chairman, the problem with the 
Congress of this country for the past 50 
years is that we have gotten so self-im
portant that we feel that we have to do 
everything through our own congres
sional mandate, and that that is the 
best way to spend money. We will tax 
the citizens of this country more and 
more, raise more and more money, and 
then float i t through based on political 
in-fighting and who has the biggest 
stick politically. 

Mr. Chairman, it is just simply not 
good policy. It is not a good way to run 
a railroad. It is not a good way t o run 

a country. That is what this debate is 
all about. 

Mr. Chairman, we are going to spend 
$1.5 trillion next year, in fiscal 1995. 
The debate is only focusing on the lit
tle, nitty-gritty stuff. The fact is that 
there is something in a budget of $1.5 
trillion, or $1.6 trillion, that anybody 
could find fault with. Clearly there are 
going to be disagreements, but the un
derlying philosophical principles have 
to do with how do we raise this money 
and how do we spend it, and who is in 
the best position. 

Let me give one simple example. One 
of the things we were criticized for ear
lier by the gentleman from North Caro
lina is that we are going to supposedly 
eliminate operating subsidies for mass 
transit. 

That is not true. It is simply not the 
case. What we are in fact doing is we 
are amalgamating Federal highway 
funds in such a way that local commu
nities can make their own decisions 
about how they are going to allocate 
those funds. We are not going to tell 
them they have to spend so much on 
operating subsidies and so much on 
highway funds. We are going to allow 
them to make the choices between the 
two. 

It is a tough business. It is hard 
choices. The question is who do you 
want spending the money, the people 
here in Washington, or the people in 
the localities? 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield my
self 15 seconds. 

The amendment clearly eliminates 
operating subsidies, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to 
tne gentleman from California [Mr. 
BERMAN]. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I have 
a lot of differences with the so-called 
Kasich substitute. I commend the gen
tleman for putting together a com
prehensive alternative, but I think it 
has many different faults. There are 
two that I think are particularly egre
gious and I want to speak to those. 

One, I really wonder whether my 
friend, the gentleman from Ohio, has 
thought about his decision to include 
that portion of the so-called Herger 
amendment on welfare in his sub
stitute which, for the first time that I 
am aware of in history, seeks to create 
a two-tiered system between American 
citizens and legal American residents 
of many, many years standing on the 
question of their eligibility for SSI 
benefits, for food stamps, for different 
kinds of Medicaid Programs, for AFDC 
Programs. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not talking 
about a decision that says the welfare 
system would work better if we cut 
people off of welfare for several years. 
I am not talking about requirements of 
work. I am talking about looking at 
where a person was born and whether 
or not they have naturalized, and de
ciding whether or not a 69-year-old per
son is going to get SSI benefits. 

A poor low-income 69-year-old would 
be ineligible under the Kasich proposal 
simply because of the fact that he had 
not naturalized, he had not become a 
U.S. citizen, even if his spouse was a 
U.S. citizen, and he had come here le
gally. It seeks to take the public furor 
over the question of illegal immigra
tion and extend it to cover legal immi
gration, and create a totally unjustifi
able two-tiered system. 
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It is unconstitutional on its face. It 

violates the 14th amendment on due 
process which does not apply only to 
citizens but applies to persons. It is 
blatantly unfair. It is morally bank
rupt. I think it was not well-considered 
in its inclusion in the Kasich sub
stitute. 

The second point I would like to 
make is on the question of the huge 
slash in the foreign assistance pro
gram. One-sixth of the purported sav
ings of the Kasich amendment, one
sixth, over 18 percent, comes out of a 
portion of the budget which amounts 
to less than 2 percent, and that is the 
international affairs budget. And where 
do those cuts come? Mr. KASICH's sub
stitute slashes the Export-Import Bank 
financing dramatically at exactly the 
time we are trying to promote U.S. ex
ports and U.S. jobs. 

The Kasich substitute substantially 
cuts the Public Law 480 food program, 
a program of vital assistance for relief 
of world hunger and critically impor
tant to U.S. farmers. 

Then, of course, if Members ask sup
porters of the Kasich amendment, 
"Well, Israel and Egypt get a huge por
tion of that foreign assistance budget," 
they will say, "Oh, we don't want to 
cut them." But when you cut as many 
millions of dollars as the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] does out of that 
budget, to pretend that you are a great 
supporter of Israel and Egypt and the 
Camp David process and the peace 
process, and have no desire to touch 
them is the height of irresponsibility, 
and I think people will see through it. 
This is a disproportionately unfair cut 
in the international affairs budget. It 
will have massive effects on the peace 
process, the Camp David process, and it 
slashes just the programs that we need 
for economic strength here at home. 

I urge a no vote on the Kasich 
amendment. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Georgia [Mr. COLLINS]. 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. Chair
man, I would like to inform that pre
vious speaker that the Kasich budget 
here would put about $60 million of tax 
relief for families in his district right 
back there in California where I know 
those folks would appreciate it. 

I support the Kasich budget because 
it is crafted after just what the Amer
ican people have been trying to tell 
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this body up here every year. We stood 
here a year ago arguing about budgets, 
taxes. People keep calling and writing 
and saying cut spending, no more tax
ation, and they meant that. 

But not only is the Kasich budget 
crafted to cut spending, but it is actu
ally crafted to create jobs. When we 
create jobs we create more taxpayers. 
That is what this system is all about, 
people working, paying into the sys
tem. 

Let me just give a couple of examples 
of what I ran into when I was cam
paigning in 1992 to come up here and 
join this body. I was in a little, small 
town in middle Georgia in a small 
shop, a TV rental shop. I walked in 
there and a lady jumped me about 
taxes and taxation. She said, "You 
know, I have a little piece of property 
out here at the edge of town." This was 
Barnesville, GA, about 13,000 folks in 
the whole county. She said, "I have a 
little piece of property out here. I 
could have sold it three times, but I 
haven't sold it, and the reason I 
haven't sold it is because I don't want 
to pay tax on it. The taxes are too 
high." 

She was talking about capital gains, 
sir. Do you know what happened when 
she did not sell the property? Nothing. 
She did not make a profit, she did not 
pay any taxes, and the government, 
neither the State nor the Federal re
ceived anything from that property. It 
is still laying there right now. 

Capital gains creates activities, it 
transfers titles to land, it transfers 
money, it creates profits and it gen
erates revenue for this government and 
other governments. That is what cap
ital gains does. 

Let us talk about incentives for 
equipment purchases. I have been in 
the trucking business for over 30 years, 
and many of those years there have 
been incentives to purchase equipment. 
In 1986 we took away a lot of those in
centives. Leasing companies that lease 
equipment, truckers especially, were 
rotating their fleets. They were rotat
ing their fleets every 3 years. But after 
we took away the tax incentive, sir, 
they started rotating them every 5 
years, and some of them did not rotate, 
but just rebuilt them, and put them 
back out on the road. 

What did that do? It cut down on the 
production on the assembly lines, 
which cuts down on jobs. Incentives to 
invest create jobs that put people to 
work manufacturing that equipment 
that people out here like MAC COLLINS 
will purchase. 

I hear people talk about tax cuts, tax 
cuts, we are giving incentives to busi
ness. Well, where in the world do you 
think businesses get their money from? 
They collect it through the consumer 
product that they sell or the service 
they render. And who pays for it? 
Working people, working men and 
women of this country. There is no
body else to pay the bill . 

Oh, I hate to hear people talk about 
giving somebody an incentive or giving 
someone a break, or giving away some
thing from the government when every 
time we give away something from this 
government we have to collect some 
money from somebody to give it away 
with. And that somebody is working 
folks. You folks better wake up and un
derstand that too, because working 
America is tired of this business up 
here. Their agenda is a lot different 
agenda than the agenda of this Con
gress, and that difference is going to be 
shown later on this year. 

Talking about the $500 a year credit 
for ~ach child in a family, when we 
leave that money in the private sector 
that money rotates, it revolves itself. 
it will revolve itself some five times, 
and every time it turns over, money is 
generated for the government. Why not 
leave more money in that private sec
tor and let it generate more moneys for 
us and for local governments, local 
governments that we keep putting 
pressure on and causing them to have 
to raise taxes and spend money? I am 
all for leaving it out there and letting 
folks that pay the bill enjoy and reap 
some of the benefits from what we are 
doing here. 

Mr. Chairman, I would say to the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. SABO], 
about a year ago I asked · him some
thing about the budget at that time 
and that budget resolution, and the 
fact that it looked like we were going 
to have about 6.289 trillion dollars' 
worth of debt at the end of that budget 
cycle, 5 years, 1998. The gentleman said 
that was right. So I am worried about 
that, sir. That is not what the Amer
ican people want. The gentleman said, 
"I'm worried about it too." And the 
gentleman also said if interest rates go 
up any at all we are sunk. Sir, interest 
rates are going to go up, they are al
ready starting to climb. Based on your 
comments, we are sunk. 

So we ought to leave money out 
there in that private sector, and leave 
it in the pockets of the families so that 
it can rotate and revolve and generate 
more money for us. 

I appreciate this time and I just hope 
that the Members of this body will ad
here to what the folks back home are 
saying, and that is cut spending and 
leave more money in our pockets at 
home to spend on our families and quit 
taking so much of it to Washington. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] has 
expired. 

The gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
SABO] has 31/2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, quickly may I ask the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. OBER
STAR], chairman of the Subcommittee 
on Aviation, if he has made an analysis 
of the Kasich proposal on the FAA and 
what it would result in? 

Mr. OBERST AR. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SABO. I yield to the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I say 
to the chairman we have laboriously 
analyzed the position, and to summa
rize it, the total airline passenger pay
ments that would result from the shift
ing of costs under this proposal would 
be the equivalent of a tax of 16112 per
cent on air travelers compared to 10 
percent tax now, and new taxes and 
fees on an airline industry that has 
lost $11 billion over the last 4 years. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. 
MOLLOHAN]. 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in strong opposition to the gentle
man's amendment. 

There are many sections of this sub
stitute that I do not agree with-too 
many to spend time talking about all 
of them. So I will focus on a valuable 
program my colleague proposes to 
eliminate-the Advanced Technology 
Program under the Department of 
Commerce. 

This program is a cornerstone of 
President Olin ton's competitiveness 
agenda and a major part of the Presi
dent's investment initiative in his fis
cal year 1995 budget request. Why is 
this program so important? 

Our Nation's technology policy must 
begin to reflect the reality that both 
American industry and Government 
have underinvested in manufacturing 
technology. We need to work to build 
our manufacturing capability and in
crease our competitiveness in the glob
al marketplace. 

The Advanced Technology Program 
will help us to achieve this end. It is 
market oriented. While Government 
provides the catalyst, industry con
ceives, manages, and executes ATP 
projects. The ATP also emphasizes cost 
sharing-ATP recipients pay more than 
half the total cost of the research and 
development. This helps ensure that 
companies have a vested interest in the 
success of projects and in timely com
mercialization. 

Congressman KASICH asserts that if 
the technology was worth developing, 
the private sector would do it them
selves. This simply is not true. ATP 
projects focus on precompetitive, ge
neric technologies, those that industry 
cannot afford to develop on their own, 
those that they must develop in order 
to be competitive in the future. 
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Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from North 
Dakota [Mr. POMEROY]. 

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to address one highly publicized point 
of the Republican plan, the $500 credit 
for every child for families earning up 
to $200,000. 
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I speak to this as perhaps the newest 

father in this Chamber, because it was 
only 6 weeks ago that my wife and I 
went out to National Airport and 
picked up an infant from Korea that 
will become our adopted daughter by 
the end of the year. 

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KA
SICH], I want to thank you for being so 
generous as to think that we might 
need this $500 tax credit, in fact, that 
other families in this Chamber might 
need tax credits, the fact that families 
earning up to $200,000 per year might 
need this kind of assistance from the 
Government. 

But I think the assistance can better 
be directed at the poor, the lowest 
earning income people in this country, 
and it is these people to whom you 
have directed the cuts in your bill. 

This is Robin Hood in reverse, taking 
from the poor and giving to the rich. It 
just is not fair. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex
pired. 

Pursuant to the rule, it is now in 
order to debate the subject matter of 
amendment No. 3. 

The gentleman from Maryland [Mr. 
MFUME] will be recognized for 30 min
utes, and the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
KASICH] will be recognized for 30 min
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Maryland [Mr. MFUME]. 

GENERAL DEBATE ON AMENDMENT NO. 3 

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, the alternative budget 
that is being offered by the Congres
sional Black Caucus today and that we 
hope to have voted on tomorrow rep
resents an aggressive and yet fiscally 
responsible approach to respond to a 
number of the problems that are plagu
ing our Nation today. 

The CBC alternative budget stays 
within the established discretionary 
caps, and that is a point that I am 
going to continue to make throughout 
this debate, because I think clearly it 
is one that is quite valid. 

In addition, our budget deficit is $1.8 
billion less than the budget proposed 
by the House Committee on the Budg
et, and $2.6 billion less than the budget 
proposed by the administration. 

Every day on the floor of this Cham
ber we hear speeches about the im
mense problems that are facing and, in
deed, plaguing our Nation. Unemploy
ment, crime, illiteracy, homelessness, 
despair, the deficit, are just to name a 
few. 

While many of the problems facing 
America may, in fact, be exacerbated 
in the inner cities which many mem
bers of the Black Caucus represent, the 
problems we address in our budget are 
endemic, I would remind this body, 
throughout our entire Nation, and they 
threaten each and every one of our 
States, each and every one of our con
gressional districts. It is because of 

these problems and the fact that they 
are so widespread and so ominous that 
we have tried over and over again to 
offer an alternative, and this year have 
named it a Budget to Rescue America. 

First and foremost, Mr. Chairman, 
our budget proposal is aimed at creat
ing jobs. Our proposal allocates more 
than $2 billion above and beyond the 
amounts proposed by the President and 
by the Committee on the Budget for 
job training and job creation. 

By creating jobs and ultimately 
training people, we are helping the 
economy, we are helping to repair our 
infrastructure, we are in the long term, 
we believe, helping to prevent crime. 

Examples of job-creating programs 
contained within our proposal include 
an increase in spending on the Commu
nity Development Block Grant Pro
gram and the expedited establishment 
of community development banks. 

The alternative currently under dis
cussion also includes funding for many 
aspects of the Congressional Black 
Caucus alternative crime bill. The cau
cus crime bill and, therefore, this pro
posal focuses on crime prevention, 
something I mentioned a moment ago, 
and something I think that goes to the 
heart of many of our problems. 

Now, it is clear that crime preven
tion is preferable to punishment, as 
prevention does not result in a victim. 
Included in this package is funding for 
the Ounce of Prevention Council, the 
Community Development Corpora
tions, and the Local Partnership Act. 

Another major focus of our proposal 
is the education of our children, and as 
I indicated earlier, the retraining of 
our job force. 

The CBC alternative budget calls 
then for an overwhelming campaign for 
the improvement of education in all 
American schools, and at the heart of 
this education and training proposal is, 
in fact, an increase of $1 billion for 
training and employment programs, for 
health-care-related jobs. Even without 
heal th care reform, there is already a 
shortage of qualified people to deliver a 
whole spectrum of health care services 
such as child care and workers, and 
medical record clerks, practical nurses, 
and I could go on and on. Other pro
grams within this proposal aimed at 
improving the state of education in 
America include an educational infra
structure act which has been debated 
and talked about on this floor before, 
designed to provide emergency funds 
for the repair and renovation of schools 
and funding to guarantee access for the 
poor to the information super
highways. 

Other budget highlights include the 
full funding of Federal employee sala
ries, the income protection and hous
ing of our elderly, and the full restora
tion of funding for low-income energy 
assistance programs. 

Furthermore, the alternative budget 
that we offer supports the President 

and the Committee on the Budget in a 
number of areas that we feel are impor
tant to this Nation and to its people, 
areas such as the expansion of the 
earned income tax credit. 

Lastly, we support the permanent ex
tension of the targeted jobs tax credit, 
which we feel is an important tool in 
promoting employment in the private 
sector. As I have said earlier, we have 
managed this in a clear understanding 
of what we have to work with and what 
we have to do. We have put the focus 
on the needs of the American people, 
while staying within the established 
discretionary caps. We were able to do 
this by reducing spending in areas such 
as defense and intelligence and through 
a small across-the-board cut in areas 
such as Federal Government service 
contracts. 

While this budget does recommend $8 
billion less than the administration for 
defense and intelligence, members of 
the Congressional Black Caucus and 
the Progressive Caucus and others who 
have worked on this remain confident 
that it will not result in compromising 
the Nation's defense capabilities. 

And so the budget being offered by 
the Congressional Black Caucus and 
the Progressive Caucus creates an addi
tional set of deficit-reduction tools 
through a 20-percent Federal tax on the 
sale of handguns, assault weapons, and 
ammunition; the ammunition for those 
particular assault weapons, and so if 
there is some confusion as we go 
through this, I want to be very clear 
about that one individual way to raise 
revenue. 

Mr. Chairman, I am proud of this 
budget and proud of the Members of 
this body in both caucuses who have 
worked hard to put it together. I be
lieve that a thorough review of the doc
ument by Members who may be in op
position or Members who have still yet 
to make up their minds will dem
onstrate that it is a fiscally sound, re
sponsible, aggressive, and responsive 
way to deal with many of the pro bl ems 
that are facing our Nation. 

Let me stress again before reserving 
the balance of my time that this par
ticular budget that we offer is $1.8 bil
lion less than the budget proposed by 
the Committee on the Budget, and it is 
$2.6 billion less than the budget pro
posed by this administration. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 
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Mr. KASICH. I yield myself 7 min

utes. 
Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. KASICH. I yield to the gen

tleman from Kentucky [Mr. BUNNING). 
Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Chairman, I thank the 

gentleman for yielding, and I rise in strong 
support of the Kasich Republican alternative 
and in opposition to the Committee on the 
Budget's recommended budget. 
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Mr. Chairman, I rise today in strong support 

of the Kasich substitute budget and in opposi
tion to the Budget Committee resolution. 

In 1992 candidate Clinton promised the mid
dle-class Americans that he would give them 
tax relief. Instead, President Clinton gave us 
all a huge tax increase. We would like to help 
President Clinton to keep the promise that 
candidate Clinton made to the middle class. 

That is why we are offering a $500 per child 
tax credit. The Republican substitute is a doc
ument drafted with the conviction that middle
class families deserve to keep more of the 
money that they earn. We understand that av
erage Americans can spend their money more 
wisely and more effectively than the Federal 
Government can. 

The $500 per child tax credit means more 
money stays in the pockets of the people who 
go out each day and earn the bread on their 
table by the sweat of their brow. It means that 
they have more money for school clothes, for 
food, for education, or whatever they decide is 
in their best interests. It is an article of faith 
with us that the American people know what 
is best for them and their children. 

We also believe that American businesses 
should be rewarded for investing in new plants 
and equipment which would make our busi
nesses more competitive and create jobs for 
American workers. That is why we included 
the neutral cost recovery plan for business in 
the Kasich alternative. 

American businesses should not be put at a 
disadvantage in the world market place be
cause their overseas competitors are not 
handicapped by the antiquated depreciation 
rules of the IRS Code. Neutral cost recovery 
will help to level the playing field for Ameri
cans. 

The Kasich budget not only addresses the 
need for neutral cost recovery but also re
moves the impediments in the Tax Code to in
vestment in our corporations by indexing cap
ital gains. 

Capital gains indexing is recognized as fair 
and necessary by economists and business
men if we are to maintain growth of our busi
nesses and our economy. Capital gains index
ing has enjoyed wide bipartisan support in this 
House in the past and it should be adopted. 

The Republican alternative budget is the 
budget that truly addresses the needs of the 
American people. Unlike the Clinton budget, 
as modified by the Budget Committee Demo
crats, the Kasich substitute provides important 
funding for welfare reform, health care reform, 
crime control, and pays for it all. 

President Clinton, for all of his big talk about 
being fiscally responsible simply does not walk 
the walk. He does not include his budget bust
ing health care plan in his budget, he does not 
include anything for crime control and he does 
not include anything on welfare reform. All of 
those initiatives are missing in action. 

On the other hand, we not only pay for our 
programs, we found enough waste and fat in 
the Government to pay for the things that we 
need and still achieve greater deficit reduction 
than the Democrats. 

Mr. Chairman, I suppose that the dif
ferences between our Republican budget and 
the Sabo/Clinton budget say a great deal 
about our different visions of the country. The 
Republican budget envisions an America 

where individuals and families are in charge of 
their own lives and are free to make decisions 
about how best to spend their money with the 
least interference from the Federal Govern
ment. 

The Republican alternative budget was 
drafted with an eye toward addressing the big 
issues that need attention such as welfare re
form, crime control, and health care reform 
and paying for them; something that has be
come a somewhat radical idea in this institu
tion. 

Our budget looks toward a tomorrow where 
our economy is larger and the Government is 
smaller and more efficient. That stands in 
stark contrast to the big Government, Wash
ington-knows-best budget that President Clin
ton has sent us. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, initially 
I want to pay tribute to the gentleman 
from Maryland for his efforts. I must 
tell the gentleman I have not seen the 
details of the budget yet; we had some 
folks over last night. But I know, as 
one who kind of single-handedly back 
in 1989 and 1990 tried to put something 
together, know how tough it is. · 

I do want to compliment the gen
tleman for what I think has been an 
impressive, a very impressive perform
ance. And I do not mean performance 
in the sense of an actor, but I mean it 
in the highest sense of promoting an 
agenda for the Black Caucus, and he 
has done it, and is due kudos from ev
eryone, to force the emergence of an 
agenda, to be able to be heard above, a 
lot of times, the roar in this House. I 
just think the gentleman has done a 
very fine job as the chairman. 

I also want to say that I look forward 
to the day when I can join with the 
gentleman and other members of the 
Black Caucus to sponsor legislation 
that will remove the terrible class war
fare bickering that we have experi
enced in the period of the eighties into 
the early nineties. I would say to the 
gentleman that one of the reasons why 
this Republican budget alternative has 
not just deficit reduction, although it 
has ·that, the reason why we have got 
the indexing of capital gains and more
generous depreciation schedules for 
businesses is because we think that in 
addition to reducing the deficits, job 
growth creation using the private sec
tor incentives that have made this 
country so prosperous are a key ele
ment. And when politicians trip them
selves up on a debate about class war
fare, everybody loses. 

I say to the gentleman the issue of 
enterprise zones, when I was a member 
of the Ohio legislature, I was the first 
one to introduce enterprise zones be
cause I recognize the value of trying to 
wipe out regulation, wipe out taxes, 
and provide encouragement for the lo
cation and creation of jobs in areas of 
high unemployment. 

Our day is going to come, in my opin
ion, where members of this Republican 
conference and members of this very, 
very hard-working Black Caucus are 

going to be able to come together on a 
growth agenda. It is going to take both 
sides, both sides are going to have to 
move a little bit toward one another. I 
want to say to the gentleman that we 
have the same purpose. 

I want to just tell you about this 
issue of job retraining: You see, what 
we do in our Republican budget on job 
retraining is we consolidate 80 pro
grams down to 7, and we send them to 
the States and say-and the gentleman 
was in the State legislature-we would 
say, "You deal with it." And you coun
ty commissioners, "You figure out the 
best way to apply these resources." 

I do not know if the gentleman has 
seen the General Accounting Office Te
port. Mr. SHAYS, the gentleman from 
Connecticut, was in the hearing when 
the GAO testified. They said that the 
job training programs of the Federal 
Government, more than 150 that pro
vide employment training, have well
in tended focuses. Collectively, they 
create confusion, frustration for their 
clients and administrators. They ham
per the delivery of services tailored to 
the needs of those seeking assistance; 
create potential duplication of effort, 
unnecessary administrative costs. 

I would say to the gentleman that 
what we really need to do is we need to 
figure out a better way to build a 
mousetrap, a better mousetrap, a bet
ter way to train people, a better way to 
feed hungry people. That is what we do 
in our WIC proposal, our WIC-plus pro
posal. We eliminate a lot of bureauc
racy. I say to the gentleman-and this 
is not meant to cast aspersions on Gov
ernment workers---but when you pass a 
$20 bill through 10 offices, the handling 
costs reduce the value of the money 
that started at the first office. 

We have got to open our minds to all 
of these arguments. We need to send 
more money to areas of high unem
ployment, of high crime, high poverty. 
We are going to have to do that, and we 
are going to have to work with the gen
tleman to streamline this bureaucracy, 
to index capital gains and not get 
tripped up on something that has ex
isted for so long. 

And I want to say I wish the gen
tleman from North Dakot::i [Mr. 
POMEROY] was still here. He has got 
about 143,800, almost 144,000 children in 
his district who would qualify for our 
middle-income tax credit and would be 
able to take almost $80 million back to 
his district for family tax relief. Do 
you know what he accused us of? Class 
warfare. 

I want the gentleman from Maryland 
to recognize that the family tax credit 
that the Republicans have in their 
budget which provides $500 per child, 
per family up to $200,00(}-and I must 
tell you that the President himself said 
that we should provide $1,000 in tax 
credit per child per family with no 
means testing, with no means testing, 
before the election. We put a means 
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test at $200,000, but I want to show you 
the impact-90 percent of the benefits 
of this proposal go to people whose in
come is under $75,000; only 10 percent of 
this proposal goes to families who qual
ify over $75,000. But I would say to the 
gentleman from Maryland: Is that real
ly the issue, the means testing? Is that 
the issue? Is that really the issue, or is 
the issue whether it is possible to re
structure, reshape, privatize, reduce 
the deficit and at the same time give 
the American family a little piece, a 
little refund of all the money they send 
to Washington? 

And then we want to get tripped up 
into a class warfare debate? 

I say to my friend, we have got to 
move beyond this class warfare. It does 
not work. It does not serve the least 
prosperous people in our society. 

But I want to say to the gentleman I 
look forward to the time when we can 
work together because I think it will 
be a productive period for all Ameri
cans, rich and poor. Again, as I com
plimented the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. DELLUMS] on his effort, this 
gentleman has done a fine job. 

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Let me say to the gentleman from 
Ohio, whose words I appreciate and 
whose sincerity I understand and I feel 
that I genuinely respect the gentle
man's efforts in fashioning his budget, 
I think also and hope and pray also 
that one day we get to the point in this 
House where we are not divided by 
party label, divided by race, divided by 
region, but we recognize on some issues 
at least there ought to be a coming to
gether, a galvanizing, if you will, of the 
heart, mind, spirit, and energy of this 
body to move forward based on what is 
right and what may not be politically 
popular to do at any one given time. 

I compliment the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. KASICH] for his remarks, his 
sincerity. He certainly believes in what 
he says and does. I would suggest, also, 
that perhaps the time of looking at in
dexing capital gains, if in fact it spurs 
development, economic development in 
our cities across this Nation, may not 
be that far off, and that the Congres
sional Black Caucus has been consider
ing that and will stay very much open 
on the idea. The bottom line for us is 
being able to help people. 

Mr. Chairman, at this time I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS], 
who heads the Progressive Caucus and 
has worked very hard on helping to 
shape this budget alternative. 
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Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

in strong support of the alternative 
budget developed by the Congressional 
Black Caucus in coalition with the 
House Progressive Caucus offered 
today as the Mfume substitute. Frank
ly, Mr. Chairman, I do not support 

every single line of this budget. I would 
have gone further in the direction of 
shifting some of the tax burden which 
for a dozen years was transferred to 
working people and the middle class 
back to the upper class and to the 
wealthy so that they can finally begin 
to pay their fair share of taxes. But 
there is no question but that this budg
et is far preferable to the administra
tion's budget and far, far preferable to 
the Republican budget, and once again, 
as it has been the case in many years 
in the past, this budget becomes the 
conscience of the U.S. Congress. 

Mr. Chairman, I think there is no 
doubt, there should be no doubt, as to 
what has happened to America in the 
last dozen years. I heard reference a 
moment ago to the issue of class war
fare, and it is true, in fact, that that is 
precisely what has been going on in 
this country over the last dozen years, 
and the headlines of today's news
papers reflect that reality. What has 
gone on is that the wealthiest people in 
this country have become much 
wealthier, the middle class has shrunk, 
and today we have a significant in
crease in poverty, and for our poorest 
people we now have some 2 million 
Americans sleeping out on the street, 
and we have 5 million children in this 
country who are hungry, and I must 
say to my colleagues in the House that 
it should be an absolute national dis
grace that we should work to resolve 
every day, that the United States, with 
22 percent of its children living in pov
erty has by far the highest rate of pov
erty among children in the industri
alized world. 

When we talk about priorities, Mr. 
Chairman, maybe we should not be 
worrying about spending a hundred bil
lion dollars a year defending Western 
Europe and Asia. Maybe we should not 
be talking about space stations, and 
supersonic colliders and more nuclear 
weapons. Maybe we should say that to
morrow we are going to end the dis
grace of childhood hunger in America, 
end the disgrace of 2 million people 
sleeping out on the streets. 

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KA
SICH] talked about class warfare, and 
let us refer to the fact that while the 
children grow hungry the number of 
billionaires in this has grown. Let us 
talk about the fact that the chief exec
utive officers of the largest corpora
tions now make 157 times more than 
the workers of those corporations. If 
that is not class warfare, what is class 
warfare? 

Mr. Chairman, let me simply con
clude by urging the Members of the 
House to support the Congressional 
Black Caucus budget. It begins to move 
us in the right direction. It offers some 
sane priorities in terms of how the U.S. 
Congress should go. 

The people of America are hurting. 
They are upset about the inequality in 
wealth. They are upset about the hun-

ger that our children are facing. Let us 
change the priorities of America. Let 
us support the Congressional Black 
Caucus budget that was prepared in co
alition with the Progressive Coalition. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. HOBSON]. 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to point out to the gentleman 
from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS] that 
there are 124,330 children in his district 
that would get $62,200,000 in the family 
tax relief item which would go some
what toward solving some of the prob
lems that exist. It is certainly not 
enough, and certainly a lot of us share 
his concerns that we get on with some 
of the very difficult choices in this 
country. 

In looking at the budget of the Con
gressional Black Caucus which I have 
just gotten, Mr. Chairman, I would like 
to talk a little bit about health care. 

I respect the gentleman from Mary
land [Mr. MFUME] very much. I serve 
on the Committee on Standards of Offi
cial Conduct with him, and I think he 
brings a great strength to the cause 
that he speaks for in the manner in 
which he does address that cause, and I 
think the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
KASICH] expressed much of my senti
ments. 

In the area of health care, Mr. Chair
man, there are a number of good things 
that I see in here, certainly on immu
nization, certainly on HIV, certainly in 
the three million funds, enhanced fam
ily community violence and stopping 
things of that sort. Certainly we all 
share those concerns. 

One of the things I am having dif
ficulty in is looking at the budget and 
seeing whether heal th care is funded, 
whether the Clinton proposal is in 
there or not. On our side we tried to 
take the Republican alternative health 
care plan and put it in here. It is not a 
perfect plan, but we think it begins to 
meet many of the needs that the gen
tleman is discussing. The mental 
health block grants program they 
have, I think that is a very strong com
ponent in their program. 

But I think one of the things that we 
need to look at, as we look toward this 
health care program, and the problem 
we all have is that we need to look at 
each of the proposals, but we have a 
proposal that is based very much upon 
the ability of the private sector to 
solve the health care problems that are 
out there with some assistance from 
the Government. I cannot tell exactly 
how this program is put together, but I 
can tell my colleagues that those of us 
on the Committee on the Budget, many 
of us, and the gentleman from Con
necticut [Mr. SHAYS] is probably going 
to talk later more forcefully on this, 
share many of the concerns that the 
gentleman has in the health care 
arena, and I think one of the things 
that we have to do is to make sure that 
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none of us, and I am not saying they 
are not in this at all, but we have very 
real problems that we can expand 
health insurance to, and health cov
erage and access to everyone as we 
look forward into this area as we move 
forward. We cannot allow though a lot 
of programs to go out and have people 
feeling that they are betrayed because 
we cannot deliver in the future on 
some of these things. We on the Com
mittee on the Budget struggled very 
much on our side in trying to come up 
with a program that we thought was 
realistic. 

Mr. Chairman, there are things that 
can be added, and I say to my col
leagues, "Certainly, if you look at the 
Medicaid Program that we have in 
there that would expand and allow 
States to use Medicaid in a managed 
care situation, that would be very help
ful, and it would also help in the kind 
of programs you're looking for." 

So, Mr. Chairman, we look forward to 
working with the gentleman on that, 
but I have a problem with the budget 
as we have seen it so far, and I would 
urge that the program offered by the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] be 
the one that we adopt. 

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gentle
woman from Florida [Mrs. MEEK]. 

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, the Congressional Black Caucus 
offers this alternative as an amend
ment in the nature of a substitute to 
the House Budget Committee Resolu
tion. 

The proposed CBC budget for fiscal 
year 1995 represents a serious and re
sponsible alternative to the budget pro
posed by the President, by the House 
Budget Committee, and by the House 
Republicans. 

The CBC alternative budget stays 
within established discretionary caps 
while providing $2.6 billion more in def
icit reduction than does the President 
and $1.8 billion more than the House 
Budget Committee. 

The focus of the CBC alternative 
budget this year, as it has been in 
years past, is to address the numerous 
problems facing our constituents and 
indeed the Nation. 

Specifically, our budget: 
Creates jobs-while we appreciate the 

efforts being made by the President 
and the House Budget Committee to 
address the serious unemployment 
problems facing this nation, we are 
nevertheless concerned that their at
tempts to adequately address the prob
lem fall short. The CBC budget, there
fore, includes more than $2 billion in 
funding for job training and job cre
ation. In addition to resolving some of 
the intractable unemployment prob
lems facing our Nation, the programs 
that receive this funding will help us 
rebuild our cities and our infrastruc
ture. 

Combats crime-included within the 
CBC budget proposal is the CBC alter-

native crime package. Our package fo
cuses on crime prevention. Included in 
our budget is funding for the Ounce of 
Prevention Council, the community de
velopment corporations, and the Local 
Partnerships Act. The CBC alternative 
budget promotes the concept that the 
best way to stop crime is to eliminate 
many of the factors that create this ex
plosive environment. 

Educates our children and retrains 
our work force-included in the CBC is 
funding for an intense and much-need
ed program to help educate all of our 
Nation's children from the very young 
through post-secondary education, in
cluding continuing education. 

Other highlights of our budget in
clude the full funding of Federal em
ployee salaries, the protection and 
housing of our elderly, and the full res
tor~tion of funding for the Low-Income 
Home Energy Assistance Program. 

The CBC alternative budget also 
agrees with the President and the 
House Budget Committee on the 
amount allocated for the earned in
come tax credit, which the CBC was 
pleased to see expanded in last year's 
reconciliation legislation. 

The CBC budget also includes a per
manent extension of the targeted jobs 
tax credit. 

As I indicated earlier, the CBC alter
native budget also includes additional 
revenues to be dedicated to deficit re
duction. This money is gained through 
a Federal tax on guns and ammunition, 
and through the assumption, based on 
Joint Economic Committee estimates, 
that every 1 percent of additional em
ployment created by the budget gen
erates an additional $1 billion to the 
Federal budget. 

The reductions made in defense and 
intelligence are calculated to maintain 
a strong defense and enhanced security 
for us and our allies. The proposed 
amounts for reduction in spending is $8 
billion. 

The CBC alternative budget accepts 
the economic forecasts and projections 
advanced by the Congressional Budget 
Office. The numbers contained within 
the budget are calculated against the 
CBO baseline reestimates of March 2, 
1994. 

Mr. Chairman, members of the com
mittee, I thank you again for your 
time and patience and I hope that you 
will, as you have in past years, allow 
our caucus this opportunity to offer to 
the House a budget that we feel best 
addresses the pressing problems facing 
our Nation today. 
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The CBC alternative budget promotes 
the concept that the best way to stop 
crime is to eliminate many of the fac
tors that create this explosive environ
ment. 

It educates our children and it re
trains our work force. Included in the 
CBC budget is an intense and much-

needed program to help educate all of 
our Nation's children. 

There are many other highlightes of 
our budget, including the full funding 
of Federal salaries, the protection of 
housing for our elderly, and the full 
restoration of the Low-Income Home 
Energy Assistance Program. Our budg
at also agrees with the President and 
the Committee on the Budget of the 
House on the amount allocated for the 
earned income tax credit, which the 
CBC was pleased to see expanded in 
last year's reconciliation legislation. 

The CBC budget also includes a per
manent extension of the targeted jobs 
tax credit. As I indicated earlier, the 
CBC budget also includes additional 
revenues to be dedicated to deficit re
duction. This money is gained through 
a Federal tax on guns and ammunition 
and through an assumption based on 
Joint Economic Committee estimates 
that every 1 percent of additional em
ployment created by the budget gen
erates an additional $1 billion to the 
Federal budget. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a serious budg
et. This alternative budget deserves to 
be considered seriously. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 4 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to congratu
late, as well as my colleagues, the Con
gressional Black Caucus and the gen
tleman from Maryland, Mr. KWEISI 
MFUME, for the tremendous work he 
has done in this Congress over a num
ber of years and congratulate him for a 
very thorough and, I think, extraor
dinarily comprehensive plan. 

We basically have 4 plans before us. 
We have the Democratic plan brought 
out by the Committee on the Budget; 
we have the Kasich Republican plan 
that is presented by the Republican 
members of the Committee on the 
Budget and endorsed by most members 
of the Republican caucus; we have the 
Solomon plan; and we have the Black 
Caucus plan. 

I would submit to the Members that 
the Kasich plan is far superior to any 
of the other three, but I would say that 
if the choice were between the Black 
Caucus plan and the Democratic pro
posal, I would go with the Black Cau
cus plan. 

What I find of concern, though, in 
general, is that we have simply ignored 
the fact that when the plan passed last 
year by just 2 votes in the House and a 
tie vote in the Senate broken by the 
Vice President, that plan simply has 
allowed the national debt to grow too 
far. If the national debt is going to 
grow by $1.6 trillion in the next 5 years, 
we are not going to have a lot of money 
in the years to come to deal with many 
of the problems that are in the Black 
Caucus plan. There is going to be such 
a need in the future, because all we are 
doing is postponing the inevitable. 

What I am struck with is that a year 
ago we had the Speaker come on the 
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floor of the House wrapping up this de
bate, getting all the Members he could 
to support it, and he promised us thi&
and I am going to quote him-he said, 
"The most important thing to note 
with this plan tonight is that it will 
not by itself accomplish what we need 
to do. We must do more," the Speaker 
said. And he said, "We must cut more 
spending, and we will, we must reallo
cate our priorities and we will, we 
must continue the process of deficit re
duction, and we will." 

The bottom line, though, is that we 
have not, and the plan presented by the 
Democrats out of the Committee on 
the Budget does not do it. It does not 
reduce the deficit. It does not cut any 
spending, and as the President said 
when he spoke on the floor in the State 
of the Union address, "Basically, we 
must stay the course." 

We cannot stay the course. The Re
publican plan changes the course we 
are headed in. It provides $152 billion of 
additional deficit reduction. It provides 
an extraordinary $500 tax credit per 
child limited to families below $200,000. 
It has job creation and economic 
growth through changes in our Tax 
Code. It has welfare reform, it has 
crime control, and it has a basic reform 
of government operations and consoli
dation. We put in our budget health 
care reform as well. 

I would just say to the Members of 
Congress that we did not do what the 
Speaker said we would do, that we are 
staying the course when we should 
change the course, and that this Re
publican plan makes major changes. 

But I would submit-and maybe not 
all my Republican colleagues would 
join me in thi&-that the Black Caucus 
plan in fact reduces the President's 
plan by $2 billion and makes signifi
cant major changes that I support. I 
will vote for the Black Caucus plan 
over the Democratic package. 

Mr. Chairman, I congratulate my col
league [Mr. MFUME] for the work he 
has done. 

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, my 
thanks to the gentleman from Con
necticut [Mr. SHAYS] for those kind and 
gracious remarks. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 41/z minutes to 
the distinguished gentlewoman from 
California [Ms. WATERS]. 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman very much for yielding 
this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup
port of this Congressional Black Cau
cus/progressive caucus alternative 
budget. I commend Chairman MFUME 
and all the other members who have 
worked hard to shape this important 
budget alternative. 

The yearly budget debate focuses our 
attention on budget choices. Despite a 
modest economic recovery, millions of 
Americans continue to be left behind. 
The Federal budget does not yet come 
close to meeting the demand for social 

investment and economic development 
that could make a significant dif
ference in the lives of many Ameri
cans. More than any other budget be
fore us, the CBC alternative budget 
would do just that. 

Many communities in America are in 
crisis. For the third straight year in 
1992, poverty rates increased to 14.5 
percent-up from 14.2 percent in 1991. 
This rate of poverty is higher than at 
any time during the 1970's. It rep
resents the highest number of Ameri
cans living in poverty- 38.6 million
since 1962. Since 1989, the number of 
poor people in America has risen by 5.4 
million. 

Tragically, poverty among children 
is the highest of any age group. Child 
poverty stands at 21.9 percent; 14.6 mil
lion children live in poverty. One in 
every four children under the age of 6 
lives in poverty. It is hard to rejoice at 
the good economic news, when so many 
American children, teenagers and 
adults remain unaffected by the eco
nomic recovery. 

This budget grapples with the tragic 
social deprivation which strangles mil
lions of Americans. Our cities seethe 
with anger, despair, and hopelessness. 
Joblessness continues at unacceptable 
levels. Unemployment remains at 6.5 
percent. Approximately 50 percent of 
out-of-school young American&-those 
age 16 to 24-without a high school de
gree are not employed. And more than 
70 percent of young African-American 
high school dropouts are not employed. 

This budget increases the education 
and training function by $1.2 billion 
over the Budget Committee proposal, 
including $75 million for Youth Fair 
Chance, a stipend-based job training 
program and $75 million for alternative 
recreation, gang prevention programs. 

Mr. Chairman, a rising tide clearly 
does not lift all boat&-that is why the 
Federal Government must invest in 
programs that will spur economic de
velopment, job creation, and crime re
duction. That is the central purpose of 
the CBC budget. More than any other, 
the CBC budget would reduce jobless
ness, prevent crime and revitalize com
munities. 

Our budget increases the community 
and regional development function by 
$550 million, transportation programs 
by $900 million, community develop
ment banks by $600 million, and funds 
neighborhood infrastructure programs 
at $750 million. These job creating pro
grams would leverage billions in pri
vate sector investment, create hun
dreds of thousands of jobs, and dra
matically reduce the underlying social 
tension in society. 

There has been a . lot of rhetoric 
about crime during this session of Con
gress. While some of the hysteria is 
misdirected, there is certainly a des
perate need for a serious effort to re
duce violent crime in America. 

While overall crime has come down 
over the past twenty years, violent 

crime is up 24 percent since 1973. In 
1992, nearly 2 million violent crimes 
were committed. There were 750,000 ar
rests for violent crimes and 410,000 pris
oners held for violent crimes. Twenty
three percent of American families 
were touched by crime-violent or oth
erwise-in 1992. 

The CBC budget increases direct 
crime prevention programs by $1.2 bil
lion. These programs, combined with 
the substantial investment in job cre
ation and economic development would 
go a long way toward solving the social 
problems this institution spends so 
much time discussing. 

This budget tackles the underlying 
social problems which lead to crime. It 
invests in long-term crime reduction 
strategies, not short-term political 
ones. 

Today's deficit reduction momentum 
takes place at a time when the Federal 
budget has been cut severely, and State 
and local funds are often more re
strained still. While most public offi
cials applaud the progress that has 
been made reducing the deficit, we may 
be losing sight of the purpose of Fed
eral investment-namely encouraging 
job growth and creation, and lending a 
helping hand to those who the private 
sector leaves behind. 

The CBC budget resolution proves it 
is possible to invest in our commu
nities, responsibly fund the military 
and reduce the budget deficit. The CBC 
alternative does not resort to robbing
Peter-to-pay-Paul among important 
domestic programs. 

This budget presumes that job train
ing and job creation is a short-term in
vestment that will pay long-term eco
nomic dividends. If we train and em
ploy our young today, the cost to gov
ernment tomorrow will be greatly re
duced. Additionally, by giving idle 
youth and young adults alternative&
especially in inner citie&-crime will 
come down dramatically. Most of us 
understand this principle, but this 
budget backs up the principle with the 
necessary resources. 

The CBC budget rejects the notion 
that no serious social investment is 
possible within the discretionary budg
et caps. On the contrary. With targeted 
reductions in unnecessary spending, 
this budget puts real money in pro
grams that many Members support, 
but which the other budgets underfund. 
This budget is the best one presented. 
It is real. It would make a difference. I 
urge support for the CBC alternative 
budget. 

0 1600 
Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 

minutes to the gentleman from Wyo
ming [Mr. THOMAS] . 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. Chair
man, let me first say that I join with 
the gentlewoman from California [Ms. 
WATERS] in being concerned about chil
dren, and point out that her district, 
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the 35th of California, would receive $58 
million for children under the Kasich 
bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I have been listening 
most of the day. I do not intend to talk 
about details. The gentleman from 
Maryland [Mr. MFUME] talked about 
helping people, and I agree with that. 
And I suppose everyone here wants to 
help people. 

The question is, how do we do that? 
How do we best do that? It seems to me 
that is the great debate. There is no 
one here that does not want to help 
people. 

So budgets, I think, are predicated on 
what you want to do, where you want 
to go, what it is you want to achieve. 
And that is what budgets ought to be 
about. And there is a legitimate dif
ference of view. 

I think we ought to talk about phi
losophy. How much government do we 
expect to have, how much taxes do we 
expect to charge, where do we see the 
role of the Government. I think these 
are legitimate philosophical questions 
that make it much easier to decide 
what budget you really support. 

What do you think about the size and 
the scope of government? Do you want 
more? Do you want less? Do you think 
the Government is involved enough in 
our lives, or should there be indeed 
something less. I will wager most of us 
go home and say we will have less gov
ernment and come here and vote for 
more. Legitimate questions. 

Taxes. Do we want more? Do we want 
less? Obviously, if you are going to 
have more programs, you have to have 
more taxes. That is the way that 
works. I have listened to endless num
bers of programs today that we simply 
could not get along without. I doubt 
that. It seems to me local government 
could well do it if we would leave the 
money there. That is a legitimate ques
tion. Do you want more taxes or less. 

The role of the private sector. We are 
all about solving problems. Many prob
lems can be solved better in the private 
sector, better at local government. Do 
you want more emphasis on the private 
sector, or less? 

Individual freedom. That is part of it. 
If we have more government, we have 
less freedom. With freedom goes some 
responsibility. We have to do that. 

So, Mr. Chairman, these are legiti
mate questions that we ask. And the 
budget drives the answer. The budget 
drives the answer. It makes it fairly 
clear to me that the Kasich budget is 
the one to support to have less govern
ment, to solve problems in the private 
sector, to deal with problems, have 
more freedom, more responsibility. If 
you believe that, the Kasich budget is 
the one to support. And I believe that. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
SANTORUM]. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in strong support of the Kasich 

budget because it is the only budget on 
the floor today or tomorrow that will 
be real reform in Washington, DC, that 
sets out real programmatic changes. 
That I think is what the American peo
ple are calling for. 

One such change is a welfare reform 
bill that was placed in the Kasich budg
et that is supported by 162 of the 175 
members of the Republican caucus. It 
is the only bill out there trying to 
bring the Clinton administration to the 
table on welfare reform, something he 
promised as a candidate. 

One key aspect of the reform we are 
calling for in the welfare system is SS!, 
supplemental security income. Just to 
give you an illustration of what the 
Kasich bill will do, of what the welfare 
reform bill will do, and what our pro
posal accomplishes, and the absolute 
abuse that is going on in the SS! and 
the welfare system, let us look at the 
explosion of drug addicts receiving SSL 

These are people who are addicted to 
drugs so badly that we give them 
money. They are unable to work be
cause they are addicted to drugs, so we 
give them money to help them with 
their addiction. 

In 1985, we had about 5,000 people who 
were drug addicts rece1vmg SSL 
Today, 80,000 people in America are so 
badly drug addicted that we give them 
$450 a month, at least, in some States 
more, in cash benefits, drug treatment, 
and Medicaid. 

Now, this sounds terrible. This is a 
lot of money. This is over $300 million 
a year to drug addicts on SSL 

Now, that sounds bad. There is a re
quirement, however, that these people 
be in treatment. So when the Social 
Security Administrator came before 
our subcommittee the other day, I 
asked her, what percentage of these 
people are in drug treatment as re
quired under the law? 

Her answer, under 10 percent. Under 
10 percent. I said well, what are you 
doing with these other 91, 92 percent? 
She says I do not know. We just send 
them the money. We just send them 
the money. 

Now, that sounds bad too, doesn't it? 
It gets even worse. Who do we send the 
money to? The Social Security Admin
istration figured out you don't send 
cash to drug addicts. They figured that 
out. We give them a big point for that 
one. So who do they send it to? They 
send it to a representative payee, 
someone appointed to manage the 
money for the drug addict. And who did 
the General Accounting Office testify 
before the subcommittee is in increas
ing numbers becoming the representa
tive payee? The drug dealer. Of course. 
We are sending money to the drug deal
er to take are of the drug addict's 
habit. 

In some cases we send it to the bar
tender. There is a case in Denver where 
there is a Denver bartender who re
ceived over $10,000 a month in SS! 

checks to take care of the alcoholics 
who frequent his bar. 

Now, this is a ridiculous situation. 
This is something that the Kasich 
budget solves. By the way, this is the 
tip of the iceberg. I talked about 80,000 
drug addicts. Those 80,000 drug addicts 
are in three States. You say how can 3 
States have 60 percent of the 80,000 
drug addicts? The reason is because the 
Social Security Administration came 
up with a great idea. They came up 
with the idea that these people are sick 
and we need to help them, so we have 
to find them and get them in the sys
tem. 

So they instituted outreach centers 
in Detroit and in Chicago and in Los 
Angeles, and they go out and find drug 
addicts and sign them up so they can 
receive benefits. That is why these 
three States have the most. 

Just in January they decided to set 
up an outreach office in the District of 
Columbia to find alcoholics and drug 
addicts who were so disabled that we 
have to help them. 

Well, what they found out is in the 
District of Columbia, of the 80,000 drug 
addicts nationwide, 38, only 38, are in 
the District of Columbia. You can find 
38 alcoholics and drug addicts within 5 
blocks of the Capitol. The fact of the 
matter is this is an addiction program 
that is broken. How do we solve it? We 
solve some of it by drug testing. We 
say to people if you have an illegal sub
stance in your body, we are no longer 
going to give you cash assistance. You 
can stay on drug treatment. We will 
help you. We will give you an oppor
tunity to rise back in society and get 
your life together, but we are no longer 
going to pay for something we do not 
want in our society. 

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I would ask the distinguished gen
tleman from Pennsylvania, surely he 
does not suggest that the things he 
found reprehensible are part of the 
Congressional Black Caucus' budget? 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. Chairman, if 
the gentleman will yield, this is part of 
the existing system that M;r. FORD and 
Mr. JACOBS just had a hearing on about 
3 or 4 weeks ago. The Subcommittee on 
Human Resources and the Subcommit
tee on Social Security had this hear
ing, and that is why we proposed this 
solution in the Kasich budget. 

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
31/2 minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from New York [Mr. OWENS]. 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman, and would like to ex
tend my congratulations to those 
members of the CBC that prepared this 
budget, and say that in the Congres
sional Black Caucus budget, we have 
the only budget which clearly refuses 
to accept the President's doctrine of no 
further cuts in defense. That is a major 
blunder, and we should have corrected 
it in all of the budgets. 
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The American people need to know 

that we are still spending enormous 
amounts of money for defense, when it 
is not needed. We can fund the pro
grams we need to fund in education, we 
can fund the programs in heal th care 
and in job training that we need to 
fund, and we do not have to raise taxes 
for anybody. 
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All we have to do is stop spending 
money on worthless weapons systems. 
We have to stop funding overseas bases 
in Germany and Japan, where if they 
need bases, they can pay for their own 
bases. We have to stop funding Star 
Wars and weapons systems that we are 
never going to use. Defense is where 
the money is. But we have refused to 
do that, and thus we do not have the 
money to spend for education and for 
job training and for health care that 
we need. 

In this budget, the theme that edu
cation and employment has been vi
tally needed in our big cities runs 
through the entire budget. We have a 
disaster in most of our big cities. We 
have an education and employment dis
aster. We appropriated $8 billion for an 
earthquake disaster in California re
cently. Last year we appropriated $6 
billion for a flood relief disaster in the 
Midwest. Before that, we appropriated 
about $6 billion for hurricane disaster 
relief in Florida. Those were P.timulus 
packages for those parts of the coun
try. I have no problem with helping 
people who need help. 

But in the northeast we have a jobs 
disaster and, we have had a jobs disas
ter for the last 12 years. We need relief. 
We need education and employment 
disaster relief. We need programs for 
job training. We need programs for edu
cation. 

At the heart of this budget is a pro
gram which would do that. We have 
programs in here which will help to re
build our schools. The Education Infra
structure Act will provide emergency 
funds for the repair and renovation of 
schools, for asbestos and lead poisoning 
abatement, and other needs. 

We have a family learning center 
program for libraries to guarantee ac
cess for the poor to the information su
perhighway which we hear so much 
about, but nobody is planning to allow 
poor people to be a part of that. We 
have opportunity to learn, incentive 
grants proposed to encourage selective 
local education agencies and to match 
their proposals for curriculum content 
improvements and increased testing 
with some concrete proposals for im
provements in the education delivery 
system. 

We have a school-based building con
struction training program to expand 
the model which is already developed 
by the youth build experimental pro
gram which employs young teenagers, 
trains them, and employs them i:l the 

actual renovation and rebuilding of 
buildings that are located in their own 
community and then their families get 
the first opportunity to occupy those 
buildings. 

We need relief in the Northeast. We 
need relief in New York, inner city 
communities. We need relief in Chi
cago. Any census track that has unem
ployment above the national level for 
the last 12 years ought to be declared a 
disaster area. It ought to be eligible for 
extensive amounts of funds for job 
training and for employment. 

It is only fair. We have given it to 
the earthquake areas, to the disaster 
flood areas. God created those disas
ters. But the disaster in our cities was 
created by man, and the victims of 
that disaster deserve help as much as 
any other victims of other disasters. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. LAZIO], a very distinguished 
new Member of Congress. 

Mr. LAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Connecticut for 
yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
Kasich substitute and urge my col
leagues to support it. 

Mr. Chairman, budget resolutions are 
many things to many people and the 
nature of budget resolutions has 
changed over time. They have evolved 
to contain polic:y- guidance of a highly 
specific nature. 

I prefer the traditional concept of a 
budget resolution. I think of budget 
resolutions as highly aggregated blue
prints for fiscal policy, intended to 
offer broad guidance to Congress as 
Congress sets out to put in place a co
herent fiscal plan. Any specifics-for 
example, which programs to cut, elimi
nate, or even increase, or which taxes 
to cut, raise, or revise-should, quite 
properly be left to the committees of 
actual jurisdiction for these programs. 

This said, the Kasich substitute, un
like the Democrats' resolution, con
tains a high level of specifics, and I 
doubt if any of my Republican col
leagues support each and every provi
sion. I know I do not-I am not happy 
with several of the entitlement 
changes, especially those in heal th pro
grams. Nor do I support the large cuts 
in the foreign assistance. And, rather 
than repealing Davis-Bacon, I support 
reform which enjoys widespread bipar
tisan backing. 

But just because a Member disagrees 
with some provisions of a complicated 
budget resolution is not sufficient rea
son to vote against. As former New 
York Congressman Barber Conable said 
in this context, "there's always some
thing for somebody to hate." 

Voting against a budget resolution 
simply because there are some dis
agreeable provisions is, in my view, an 
excuse to duck the important issue of 
fiscal policy. 

I support the Kasich substitute be
cause it offers a clearly preferable fis-

cal policy path for our country. Com
pared to the Democrats' resolution, it 
has significantly greater deficit reduc
tion-$150 billion more over 5 years
and, in my view, the long-term benefits 
of deficit reduction outweigh the short
term pain of program reductions. 

Moreover, the Republican substitute 
is more honest than the Democrats' . 
Unlike the Democrats', the Republican 
budget includes health policy reform. 
It also provides for welfare reform and 
for fighting crime. Mr. Chairman, it is 
nothing short of disingenuous for my 
Democratic colleagues to criticize 
these provisions of the Kasich sub
stitute when their resolution is silent 
on these three important issues. 

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes t o the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. PORTER], a member of the Com
mittee on Appropriations and a very 
strong fiscal conservative. 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
my able colleague for yielding time to 
me. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to talk a 
minute about budget priorities. The 
First Lady, Hillary Rodham Clinton, 
recently-in a speech at the National 
Institutes of Health, in Bethesda-fol
lowing, I think, very good advice by 
Secretary Donna Shalala, spoke about 
the National Institutes of Health being 
one of our national treasures. And, Mr. 
Chairman, it is fascinating to under
stand how biomedical research results 
in cost savings in health care. 

The amount of money saved by just 
one discovery, the discovery of the 
Salk polio vaccine, amounts to the en
tire funding cost of NIH throughout its 
history. What that means to health 
care cost savings in the future is al
most incalculable. 

Yet last year the administration put 
out a budget that would have provided 
a 1-percent increase for NIH below in
flation, resulting in actual cuts in 9 of 
the 17 Institutes. We on the Appropria
tions Committee and the Subcommit
tee on Labor-Health and Human Serv
ices-Education ended up raising that to 
6 percent in the House and 5.2 percent 
in the final conference, all within the 
budget, because we considered NIH one 
of our true priori ties. 

This year the President's budget puts 
NIH at an increase of $517 million or 4.7 
percent. Even if we take out the for
ward funding, it is $417 million or 3.8 
percent. However, the House Commit
tee on the Budget, on the opposite side 
of the aisle , provided an increase in 
their budget document of only $259 mil
lion or 2.3 percent. This puts NIH, 
again, below inflation and shows that 
they do not make the agency a priority 
at all. 

The Republican Kasich substitute 
supports the President's view that NIH 
is a high priority and puts it in at 4.7 
percent or $517 million. Although this 
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bill made cuts overall, it makes a pri
ority choice to fund biomedical re
search at NIH. 

Mr. Chairman, NIH biomedical re
search in America is the envy of the 
entire world. If we provide funding on a 
downward slope, we are going to lose 
an entire generation of research sci
entists who are dedicating themselves 
to finding cures or preventions for 
AIDS, cancer, and diabetes, and Par
kinson's disease as well as all the af
flictions that affect us as human 
beings. This research is a priority. 

The Kasich substitute is so much bet
ter in this area than the Democratic 
budget. Support the Kasich substitute. 

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2V2 minutes to the distinguished gen
tlewoman from the District of Colum
bia [Ms. NORTON]. 
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Ms. NORTON. I thank the gentleman 

for yielding to me. 
I ask my colleagues to give a very se

rious look at the CBC budget this year, 
a year when we can afford this budget. 

Mr. Chairman, in the 1980's we saw a 
massive transfer of funds from the do
mestic side of the budget to the mili
tary side of the budget. If we look for 
a theme in the CBC budget this year, it 
is giving something back from that 
side of the budget where we have been 
largely successful to the domestic side 
of the budget, once again. Mr. Chair
man, we are paying for the transfer and 
we are paying dearly. 

As we look at the crime in our 
streets, Mr. Chairman, we know that 
the causes are multiple, but is there a 
person in this body who would not con
cede that the cities did not profit from 
the transfer from one side of the budg
et to the other? Look at what our 
budget would do in education, training, 
and social services. 

We are asking for nearly $2 billion 
more than the $19 billion that is al
ready in the budget. Is that a lot of 
money, Mr. Chairman? The money 
would go for job training, for Pell 
grants, for job creation in the health 
care industry, for example. 

Something has begun to happen to 
me in the streets of the District of Co
lumbia. Over and over again, young 
black men, in particular, come up to 
me say what I have not heard them say 
directly to my face before, "Congress
woman, I need a job," over and over 
again. I don't know if this is being or
chestrated, but they are young black 
men. 

I do know this: Last week on the 
front page of the New York Times we 
were told there were 5 percent fewer 
black men going to college in the 1990's 
than went in the 1980's. That ought to 
send the strongest conceivable message 
to us. 

The notion that has driven us during 
the new administration has been, to 
put it pejoratively, " It is the economy, 

stupid. " By paying attention to the 
economy, we have seen some gains 
with the best economy since 1989 and 
the best deficit reduction ever in the 
shortest amount of time. 

The theme for this coming year sure
ly will be not "It is the economy, stu
pid," but "It is jobs, stupid." It is jobs 
that, instead of leading the recovery, 
have been following the recovery. A 
substantial amount of the recovery, in
deed, has come at the expense of jobs, 
as businesses continues to become lean 
at the expense of its own workers. 

Mr. Chairman, unemployment went 
down in the country in the last cycle. 
It went up in the black community. 
What kind of perverse ratio is that? 
The burden is now on us to show that 
the upturn in the economy can have 
the only payoff that counts, an upturn 
in jobs, and we will not get that with
out the substantial amount of effort we 
have put into improving the economy 
itself. 

If we go for 5 years driven entirely by 
deficit reduction without substantially 
more investment in our people, we may 
be closer to a balanced budget at the 
end of that time, but much further 
away from the balanced allocation of 
resources that we need. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. SMITH]. One of the reasons 
why the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KA
SICH] has been so successful is because 
of the good work of this gentleman. 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in support of the Republican budget al
ternative. As chairman of the Republican 
Physical Capital Working Group on the Budget 
Committee, reviewing commerce and housing 
credit (370), transportation (400), and eco
nomic development (450) functions, we met 
for over 1,000 hours over the past several 
months compiling the recommendations in
cluded in this budget alternative. 

These changes are good policy. We consoli
date several economic development programs 
into a single economic development block 
grant. We propose the privatization of the non
safety-related functions of the Federal Aviation 
Administration. We support an innovative 
"risk-sharing" initiative in the Federal Housing 
Administration to reduce the risk to the Fed
eral Government in housing guarantee pro
grams. 

For each of these initiatives, we have talked 
with the experts to address their concerns. We 
met with Secretary Cisneros of HUD, Sec
retary Pena of Transportation, and other ex
perts at CBO and CRS. These ideas not only 
save money, they make good policy sense. 

Mr. Speaker, this budget alternative is not 
perfect, but responds to the American people's 
request that we reduce spending and increase 
efficiency in the Federal Government. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman 
very much for the nice words. 

Mr. Chairman, I would say to the 
gentlewoman from the District of Co
lumbia [Ms. NORTON], as we look at 
how much the District of Columbia 
would get, our tally is $48.1 million 
from the $500 child tax credit. 

Does anybody know what we have 
done in the last year in terms of in
creasing the debt of this country? For 
the last year, we have gone into debt 
an additional $1 billion a day, $361 bil
lion that we have added to the debt of 
this country. We are mortgaging our 
kids' futures. 

What I am encouraged about is that 
I think we have turned the corner. The 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. MFUME] 
last year led an effort to balance the 
budget with his proposal. The gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] this 
year is leading an effort, that we are 
coming to a lower deficit in 1996, for 
example, than we have come since 1982. 

We have added in this so-called Ka
sich proposal some tax changes that we 
need. We are saying to business for the 
first time, "Look, you can consider 
that new machinery and equipment 
that is going to help your productivity 
and jobs, you can consider that as a 
business expense, and you can take it 
off your income tax, you can deduct it 
from your income tax, expensing.'' 

We have said not only the $500 child 
tax credit, but we have said to the self
employed that, "Look, we are going to 
start being fair to you in terms of you 
being able to have 100 percent deduct
ibility for health care costs." 

I think the $150 billion extra that we 
cut spending in this budget is a giant 
step forward. We take $150 billion more 
than the Democrat proposal that we 
will be voting on later. 

If there are 263 of us that can sign a 
petition to put a balanced budget 
amendment on the floor, it seems rea
sonable that there should be at least 
219 of us that are willing to say, "Yes, 
let us take the first step." 

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2112 minutes to my colleague, the dis
tinguished gentleman from Maryland 
[Mr. WYNN]. 

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to offer 
first my congratulations to the gen
tleman and other Members in the cau
cus that worked so hard in putting this 
Black Caucus alternative budget to
gether. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup
port of that budget, because I think it 
offers to those of us in Congress some 
real options, some real choices, as to 
how we want to spend the money of the 
American taxpayer. 

In the first instance, we say in order 
to fund increased spending, we have to 
make realistic cuts, so the Black Cau
cus alternative budget starts with that 
premise, and, in fact, does make cuts in 
defense spending reflective of the new 
age in which we live. 

Second, we say we have to have cer
tain important priorities. I want talk 
about two: education and economic de
velopment. In the first instance, in 
terms of education, it is widely accept
ed that we are not going to prosecute 
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our way out of this crime problem. Pre
vention is the key, and the catchword 
for prevention is education. We have to 
educate young people and provide them 
with hope and other options, if we hope 
over the long-term to respond to the 
crime problem. 

Yes, Members can say, "Put a Band
Aid on it and build some prisons,'' but 
we cannot afford to keep building pris
ons and spending $20,000 per-year-per
inmate. 

Let me suggest that the Black Cau
cus budget is the preferable alter
native. It says, first, let us work with 
young people in the Chapter 1 Pro
gram, and the Black Caucus Program 
adds $2 billion to the Chapter 1 Pro
gram to work with at-risk and dis
advantaged young people. 

It says, second, let us put some 
money into college training, so it adds 
another $2 billion for Pell grants, so 
that young people who are disadvan
taged can go to college instead of going 
to prison. 

It says, third, let us provide support 
services to those disadvantaged college 
students, many of whom are first gen
eration college students, and it pro
vides money for that. It addresses the 
problem of at-risk youth, and fighting 
gang warfare early in the process, and 
it provides money for job training and 
education and life skills. 

On the other side of the coin, it says 
the key to economic development is 
job creation. So the Black Caucus 
budget includes $650 million for Com
munity Development Banks. That is al
most double what the administration 
put in for this same project. 

If we want poor communities, urban 
communities, poor rural communities 
to prosper and create jobs, we have to 
have access to capital and banking 
services. The Community Development 
Bank Program in the Black Caucus 
budget accomplishes that. 

Second, it includes $6 million for mi
nority business development within the 
Commerce Department. Again, minor
ity businesses are an engine for creat
ing jobs in the minority community. 
That is another way to fight crime. 

An additional $3 million is for minor
ity and small business assistance. 

Putting together a budget is about 
making choices. The choices are the 
administration budget or the far more 
progressive Black Caucus budget. I 
urge the Members' acceptance of the 
Black Caucus alternatives. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. HUNTER], a leader of the House 
and a member of the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. 
SHAYS] for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank the Repub
lican team that put together the so
called Kasich budget, and I want to 
also thank the Black Caucus for the ef
forts they have undertaken here. 

Let me just address my friends in the 
Black Caucus with respect to some
thing I think they should consider very 
strongly. One thing we have done cor
rectly in the last 10 to 12 years, one of 
our constitutional duties to all of our 
people is to protect them. We have 
done a darned good job of it. 
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We rebuilt national defense in the 

1980's. At the time when I came to Con
gress we had about 1,000 petty officers 
a month getting out of the Navy be
cause they could not make enough 
money. We had a lot of our military 
personnel on food stamps. We had · 
equipment that would not work. Fifty 
percent of our aircraft were not mis
sion-capable, and we had enemies 
round the world taking advantage of 
this perceived American weakness. 

But we rebuilt national security in 
the 1980s, and as a result of that we 
brought down the Berlin Wall, and it 
brought about the dissolution of the 
Soviet Empire. 

That action has allowed us to reduce 
the defense budget by billions and bil
lions of dollars, and in real terms since 
about 1985, the defense budget has 
come down in excess of 40 percent. So if 
we look at the $300 billion budgets we 
were funding in the mid-1980s, and put 
a pencil to that, it means that there 
are tens of billions of dollars available 
now that we have plugged into other 
aspects of the budget, the domestic 
side of the budget because we were 
strong, because we maintained peace 
through strength. 

Let me now say we now have a world 
that is dangerous in different ways. It 
is a world in which North Korea is ac
quiring a nuclear weapon. We are not 
sure exactly what we can do about 
that. We are sure there is nothing we 
can do immediately about that prob
lem. China is moving into the South 
China Sea with some force. They are 
taking the place of the Soviet Union as 
the next superpower, I think. We have 
a cauldron in the Middle east. We have 
the Balkans exploding. We have a dan
gerous world in different ways than the 
world in which the Soviet Union and 
the United States were the chief pro
tagonists. 

We have a duty to our men and 
women in uniform to keep them safe 
and to keep them secure and to keep 
them well-equipped. We can only do 
that with a good budget, and the Ka
sich budget has the minimum amount 
of money we should be spending on na
tional security. 

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the remainder of our time. 

Mr. Chairman, we would like to con
clude by just once again emphasizing 
the extraordinary need to get our fiscal 
house in order. We have a national debt 
that is going to go up $1.6 trillion in 

the next 5 years, and the Democratic 
package that passed out of the Budget 
Committee simply allows that to con
tinue to happen .. 

The President says we need to stay 
the course, and yet staying the course 
means we are going to have one of the 
largest increases in the national debt 
in my 5-years period happening under 
his presidency. The Republican budget 
initiative was just formed around some 
basic, major Republican principles 
such as federalism, block granting, real 
reform in health care, welfare reform 
and immigration reform. We are also in 
our package ref arming the organiza
tion of Government. We attempt to pri
vatize and we attempt to have smaller 
Government. 

We asked ourselves a basic question: 
Who do we want to help, the people in 
Washington or the people back home? 
The people back home need our help. 
We have to get our financial house in 
order. 

There are going to be four basic 
budget packages, including a small one 
by the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. FRANK], which makes a fifth. But 
there is the Democratic plan, there is 
the Kasich Republican plan, there is 
the Solomon plan, there is the Black 
Caucus plan. 

I would submit that the Kasich plan 
deals with major reform, and addresses 
so many of the problems we need to ad
dress today. I would submit, however, 
that the Black Caucus reform is cer
tainly better than the Democratic 
package that passed out of the House 
Budget Committee last week. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the remainder of our time. 

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion let me 
just state again that the budget being 
offered today by the Congressional 
Black Caucus, which we will again de
bate tomorrow, represents an aggres
sive and yet fiscally responsible ap
proach to a number of our problems in 
our society. 

Again let me remind Members that 
our budget deficit is $1.8 billion less 
than the budget proposed by the House 
Budget Committee and still $2.6 billion 
less than the budget proposed by the 
administration. 

I want to thank the Members of the 
House Progressive Caucus who have 
worked in conjunction with us in shap
ing this document. Clearly we want to 
thank the staff. My thanks to the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] and the 
gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. 
SHAYS], both of whose visions and 
whose sincerity I appreciate in this 
very difficult process, and both of 
whom I suspect will have an oppor
tunity to debate again tomorrow, and 
neither of whom I think could have put 
together this package without a sin
cere understanding at least in their 
perspective of what they wanted to do. 
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And I appreciate that, and I speak on 
behalf of the members of the Congres
sional Black Caucus and the Progres
sive Coalition who have worked to 
shape our proposal. 

Having said that, Mr. Chairman, I 
look forward to tomorrow's continu
ation of this debate. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general 
debate has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the concurrent 
resolution is considered as having been 
read for amendment under the 5-
minu te rule. 

The text of House Concurrent Resolu
tion 218 is as follows: 

H . CON. RES. 218 
Resolved by the House of Representatives (the 

Senate concurring), 
SECTION 1. CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON THE 

BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 1995. 
The Congress determines and declares that 

this resolution is the concurrent resolution 
on the budget for fiscal year 1995, including 
the appropriate budgetary levels for fiscal 
years 1996, 1997, 1998, and 1999, as required by 
section 301 of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974. 
SEC. 2. RECOMMENDED LEVELS AND AMOUNTS. 

The following budgetary levels are appro
priate for the fiscal years beginning on Octo
ber 1, 1994, October 1, 1995, October 1, 1996, 
October 1, 1997, and October 1, 1998: 

(1) The recommended levels of Federal rev-
enues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1995: $977 ,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $1,031,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $1,079,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $1,136,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $1 ,190,200,000,000. 

and the amounts by which the aggregate lev
els of Federal revenues should be increased 
are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1995: SO. 
Fiscal year 1996: $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: SO. 
Fiscal year 1998: $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: SO. 

and the amounts for Federal Insurance Con
tributions Act revenues for hospital insur
ance within the recommended levels of Fed
eral revenues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1995: $100,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $106,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $111,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $117,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $123,700,000,000. 
(2) The appropriate levels of total new 

budget authority are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1995: $1,246,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $1,308,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $1,374 ,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $1,447 ,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $1,531,400,000,000. 
(3) The appropriate levels of total budget 

outlays are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1995: $1,225,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $1,284,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $1,356,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $1,419,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $1,495,000,000,000. 
(4) The amounts of the deficits are as fol-

lows: 
Fiscal year 1995: $247 ,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $253,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $276,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $282,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $304,800,000,000. 
(5) The appropriate levels of the public 

debt are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1995: $4,968,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $5,293,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $5,640,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $5,996,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $6,367,300,000,000. 
(6) The appropriate levels of total Federal 

credit activity for the fiscal years beginning 
on October 1, 1994, October 1, 1995, October 1, 
1996, October 1, 1997, and October 1, 1998, are 
as follows: 

Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$26,700,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $199,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$32,100,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $174,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$33,800,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $164,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$35,700,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $164,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$37 ,800,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $163,500,000,000. 
SEC. 3. MAJOR FUNCTIONAL CATEGORIES. 

The Congress determines and declares that 
the appropriate levels of new budget author
ity, budget outlays, new direct loan obliga
tions, new primary loan guarantee commit
ments, and new secondary loan guarantee 
commitments for fiscal years 1995 through 
1999 for each major functional category are: 

(1) National Defense (050): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $263,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $270,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, SO. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $255,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $261,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, SO. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $252,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $256,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $258,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $256,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority , $258,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $256,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, SO. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit

ments, SO. 

(2) International Affairs (150): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $19,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $18,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$3,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $18,000,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17 ,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $18,500,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,600,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $18,500,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $16,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $18,500,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2, 400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $16,500,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(3) General Science, Space, and Technology 

(250): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17 ,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments. $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
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(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(4) Energy (270): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget auth,ority, $6,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $5,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $5,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $4,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $4,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1 ,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $4,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(5) Natural Resources and Environment 

(300): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $21,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $21,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $22,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $21,700,000,000. 
(C) New qirect loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $22,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $21,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $22,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $21 ,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $21,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $21,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(6) Agriculture (350): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $12,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $11 ,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$10,100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $7,400,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$9 ,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $7,400,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$9,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $7,400,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$9,800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $7,400,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $14,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$9,900,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $7,400,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(7) Commerce and Housing Credit (370): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $7,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, - $8,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $117 ,900,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $130,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$10,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$3,000,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $103,200,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $110,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$3,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$3,100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $95,900,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit

ments, $110,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,200,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, - $2,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$3,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $96,600,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $110,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$1,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$3,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $99,500,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $110,000,000,000. 
(8) Transportation (400): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $41,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $38,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $500,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $41,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $39,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $43,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $40,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $43,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $40,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$100 '000 '000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $44,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $40,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(9) Community and Regional Development 

(450): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $9,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $3,600,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $8,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $3,600,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,000,000,000. 
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(B) Outlays, $9,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $3,600,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $9,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $3,600,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $9,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $3,600,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(10) Education, Training, Employment, and 

Social Services (500): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $57,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $53,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$5,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $19,000,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $58,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $55,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$11,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $14,000,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $59,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $58,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$13,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $13,200,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $61,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $60,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$15,100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $12,300,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $61,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $60,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$16,800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $11,200,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(11) Health (550): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $123,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $122,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $400,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $136,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $135,400,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $300,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $150,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $149,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $200,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $166,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $165 ,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $100,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $182,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $181,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, SO. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
(12) Medicare (570): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $162,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $160,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $180,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $178,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $198,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $196,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, SO. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $217,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $215,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, SO. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $242,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $239,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(13) Income Security (600): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $219,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $220,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, SO. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $234,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $229,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, SO. 

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $249,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $242,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, SO. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, S261,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S253,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, S272,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $264,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, SO. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
(14) Social Security (650): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, S6,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $9,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, SO. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, S6,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $9,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $8,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $11,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, S9,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S12,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, S9,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(15) Veterans Benefits and Services (700): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $37,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $36,600,000,000 . 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $32,900,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $37,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $36,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,300,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $27,400,000,000. 
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(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $38,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $38,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations. 

$1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $25,800,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $38,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $38,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $25,600,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $39,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $39,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $25,300,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(16) Administration of Justice (750): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $18,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $16,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $20,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $19,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations. $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments. $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $21,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $20,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments. $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $22,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $22,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $22,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $22,100,000,000. 
(0) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(17) General Government (800): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments. $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $14,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations. $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(18) Net Interest (900): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $247,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $247,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments. $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $267,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $267,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments. $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $282,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $282,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments. $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $298,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $298,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments. $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $315,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $315,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(19) Allowances (920): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, -$800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$1,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, -$3,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$2,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit

ments. $0. 

Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, -$3,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$2,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, so. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, -$2,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$6,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations. $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(20) Undistributed Offsetting Receipts (950): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, -$36,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, - $36,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations. $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, -$30,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$30,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, -$30,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, - $30,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

men ts, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, -$31,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$31,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments. SO. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, -$31,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, - $31,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments. $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
SEC. 4. HEALTH CARE REFORM. 

(a) If health care reform legislation is re
ported (including by a committee of con
ference), budget authority, outlays, and new 
entitlement authority shall be allocated to 
committees, and the total levels of budget 
authority, outlays, and revenues shall be ad
justed, to reflect such legislation if the legis
lation in the form in which it will be consid
ered would not increase the total deficit for 
the period of fiscal years 1995 through 1999. 

(b) Upon reporting of legislation described 
in subsection (a) and again upon submission 
of a conference report on such legislation, 
the chairman of the Committee on the Budg
et shall publish in the Congressional Record 
revised allocations under section 602(a) of 
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 and re
vised levels of total budget authority, out-
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lays, and revenues to carry out this section. 
Such allocations and totals shall be consid
ered as the allocations and aggregates under 
this resolution. 
SEC. 5. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS. 

It is the sense of Congress that the follow
ing legislation should be enacted: 

(1) Legislation providing enforceable limits 
to control the growth of entitlement or man
datory spending. 

(2) Amendments to the Budget Enforce
ment Act of 1990 to establish a regular proce
dure to provide assistance for disasters and 
other emergencies without adding to the def
icit. 

(3) Legislation granting the President ex
pedited rescission authority over appropria
tions measures, as provided by H.R. 1578, as 
passed the House. 
SEC. 6. SENSE OF COMMITl'EE ON THE BUDGET 

ON SCORING HEALTH REFORM. 
It is the sense of the Committee on the 

Budget that all financial transactions associ
ated with the President's health reform leg
islation or similar heal th reform legislation 
relying on mandated payments to a Govern
ment .entity be treated as part of the Federal 
budget, including premium payments by in
dividuals and employees to health alliances 
(which should be treated as receipts) and 
payments by health alliances to providers 
(which should be treated as outlays), for all 
purposes under the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974. 
SEC. 7. SENSE OF COMMITI'EE ON THE BUDGET. 

(a) The Committee on the Budget is trou
bled by the Federal Government's failure to 
enforce immigration laws and secure United 
States borders from illegal immigration. The 
Government has also failed to investigate 
and prosecute Federal wage and hour viola
tions, thus creating incentives to hire per
sons illegally in the United States and exac
erbating the problem of illegal immigration. 

(b) The Committee on the Budget recog
nizes that the Federal Government has an 
obligation to help fund increasing State and 
local government costs directly resulting 
from ineffective Federal enforcement efforts 
in this area. Therefore, the Committee as
sumes that adequate funding in this resolu
tion will be used to reimburse States and 
local governments for both authorized pro
gram costs and legally binding obligations 
associated with providing: 

(1) Elementary and secondary education 
for undocumented children in the public 
schools. 

(2) Emergency medical assistance to un
documented persons. 

(3) Law enforcement resources and person
nel to incarcerate and supervise parole of 
criminal aliens. This funding can either be 
used by the Federal Government to take in to 
custody and incarcerate criminal aliens or to 
reimburse States and local governments for 
their associated costs. 

(4) Services incidental to admission of ref
ugees under the Refugee Admission and Re
settlement program. 
SEC. 8. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING 

RESERVE FUNDS FOR EMER· 
GENCIES. 

It is the sense of Congress that-
(1) the emergency designation under sec

tion 251 of the Balanced Budget and Emer
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985 has repeat
edly been invoked to circumvent the discre
tionary spending limits for other than emer
gency purposes; 

(2) amounts for emergencies should be set 
aside within a reserve fund and subject to 
the discretionary spending limit; 

(3) the reserve fund shall total 1 percent of 
annual budget outlays; and -

(4) emergency funding requirements in ex
cess of amounts held in the reserve fund 
should be offset by a reduction in appropria
tions. 
SEC. 9. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING 

UNFUNDED MANDATES. 
It is the sense of Congress that-
(1) the Federal Government should not di

minish the fiscal autonomy of State and 
local governments over their own sources of 
revenue; 

(2) the Federal Government should not 
shift the costs of administering Federal enti
tlements to State and local governments; 

(3) the Federal Government's share of enti
,tlement programs should not be capped with
out providing States authority to amend 
their financial or programmatic responsibil
ities to continue meeting the mandated serv
ice; and 

(4) Congress should develop a mechanism 
to ensure that the costs of mandates are con
sidered during deliberations on authorizing 
legislation. 
SEC. 10. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING 

BASELINES. 
(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds that-
(1) the baseline budget shows the likely 

course of Federal revenues and spending if 
policies remain unchanged; 

(2) baseline budgeting has given rise to the 
practice of calculating policy changes from 
an inflated spending level; and 

(3) the baseline concept has been misused 
to portray policies that would simply slow 
down the increase in spending as spending 
reductions. 

(b) SENSE 0;<' CONGRESS.-It is the sense of 
the Congress that-

(1) the President should submit a budget 
that compares proposed spending levels for 
the budget year with the current year; and 

(2) the starting point for deliberations on a 
budget resolution should be the current year. 

The CHAIRMAN. No amendments are 
in order except the amendments print
ed in House Report 103--429, which shall 
be considered in the order printed in 
the report and by the named proponent 
or a designee, shall be considered as 
read and shall not be subject to amend
ment. 

Each amendment will be debatable 
for 1 hour, equally divided and con
trolled by the proponent and an oppo
nent of the amendment. 

If more than one amendment in the 
nature of a substitute is adopted, only 
the last amendment adopted shall be 
considered as having been finally 
adopted and reported back to the 
House. 

At the conclusion of consideration of 
the concurrent resolution for amend
ment, there will be a final period of 
general debate which shall not exceed 
10 minutes, equally divided and con
trolled by the chairman and ranking 
minority member on the Committee on 
the Budget. 

It is now in order to consider amend
ment No. 1 printed in House Report 
103--429. 

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 
OFFERED BY MR. FRANK OF MASSACHUSETTS 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 

Chairman, I offer an amendment in the 
nature of a substitute. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des
ignate the amendment in the nature of 
a substitute. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Amendment in the nature of a substitute 
offered by Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts: 

Strike all after the resolving clause and in
sert the following: 
SECTION 1. CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON THE 

BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 1995. 
The Congress determines and declares that 

this resolution is the concurrent resolution 
on the budget for fiscal year 1995, including 
the appropriate budgetary levels for fiscal 
years 1996, 1997, 1998, and 1999, as required by 
section 301 of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974. 
SEC. 2. RECOMMENDED LEVELS AND AMOUNTS. 

The following budgetary levels are appro
priate for the fiscal years beginning on Octo
ber 1, 1994, October 1, 1995, October 1, 1996, 
October 1, 1997, and October 1, 1998: 

(1) The recommended levels of Federal rev-
enues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1995: S977 ,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: Sl,031,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: Sl,079,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: Sl,136,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: Sl,190,200,000,000. 

and the amounts by which the aggregate lev
els of Federal revenues should be increased 
are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1995: SO. 
Fiscal year 1996: SO. 
Fiscal year 1997: SO. 
Fiscal year 1998: SO. 
Fiscal year 1999: SO. 

and the amounts for Federal Insurance Con
tributions Act revenues for hospital insur
ance within the recommended levels of Fed
eral revenues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1995: Sl00,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: S106,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: Slll,900,000,000 . . 
Fiscal year 1998: Sll 7 ,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: S123,700,000,000. 
(2) The appropriate levels of total new 

budget authority are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1995: Sl,246,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: Sl,308,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: Sl,374,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: Sl,447,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: Sl,531,400,000,000. 
(3) The appropriate levels of total budget 

outlays are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1995: Sl,225,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: Sl,284,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: Sl,356,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: Sl,419,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: Sl,495,000,000,000. 
(4) The amounts of the deficits are as fol-

lows: 
Fiscal year 1995: S247,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: S253,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: S276,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: S282,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: S304,800,000,000. 
(5) The appropriate levels of the public 

debt are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1995: S4,968,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $5,293,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: S5,640,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $5,996,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $6,367,300,000,000. 
(6) The appropriate levels of total Federal 

credit activity for the fiscal years beginning 
on October 1, 1994, October 1, 1995, October 1, 
1996, October 1, 1997, and October 1, 1998, are 
as follows: 

Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$26,700,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $199,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
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(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$32,100,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $174,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$33,800,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $164.600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$35,700,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $164,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$37,800,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $163,500,000,000. 
SEC. 3. MAJOR FUNCTIONAL CATEGORIES. 

The Congress determines and declares that 
the appropriate levels of new budget author
ity, budget outlays, new direct loan obliga
tions, new primary loan guarantee commit
ments, and new secondary loan guarantee 
commitments for fiscal years 1995 through 
1999 for each inajor functional category are: 

(1) National Defense (050): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $260,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $270,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $255,300,000,000 
(B) Outlays, $261,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $252,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $256,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $258,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $256,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations. $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $258,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $256, 700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(2) International Affairs (150): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $19,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $18,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$3,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $18,000,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $18,500,000,000. 

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17 ,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations. 

$2. 600. 000. 000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $18,500,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments. $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $16,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $18,500,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $16,500,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(3) General Science, Space, and Technology 

(250): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(4) Energy (270): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $5,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $5,100,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, 
$1,500,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit
ments, $0. 

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $4,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $4,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $4,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit

ments. $0. 
(5) Natural Resources and Environment 

(300): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $21,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $21,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $22,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $21,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $22,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $21,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $22,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $21,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $21,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $21,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(6) Agriculture (350): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $12,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $11,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$10,100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $7,400,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
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Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$9,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $7,400,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$9,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $7,400,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$9,800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $7,400,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $14,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$9,900,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $7,400,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(7) Commerce and Housing Credit (370): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $7,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$8,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $117,900,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $130,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$10,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$3,000,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $103,200,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments. $110,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$3,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$3,100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $95,900,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $110,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, - $2,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$3,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $96,600,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $110,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$1,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$3,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $99,500,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit

ments, $110,000,000,000. 
(8) Transportation (400): 
Fiscal year 1995: 

(A) New budget authority, $41,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $38,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $500,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $41,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $39,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $43,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $40,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $43,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $40,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $44,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $40,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(9) Community and Regional Development 

(450): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $9,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $3,600,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $8,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $3,600,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $9,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $3,600,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $9,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $3,600,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,000,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $9,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $3,600,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(10) Education, Training, Employment, and 

Social Services (500): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $57,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $53,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$5,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $19,000,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $58,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $55,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$11,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $14,000,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $59,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $58,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$13,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $13,200,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $61,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $60,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$15,100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $12,300,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $61,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $60,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$16,800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $11,200,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(11) Health (550): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $123,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $122,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $400,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $136,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $135,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments. $300,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $150,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $149,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $200,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $166,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $165,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $100,000,000. 
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(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $182,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $181,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(12) Medicare (570): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $162,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $160,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $180,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $178,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $198,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $196,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $217,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $215,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $242,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $239,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(13) Income Security (600): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $219,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $220,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $234,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $229,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $249,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $242,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $261,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $253,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $272,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $264,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(14) Social Security (650): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $9,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $9,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

men ts, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $8,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $11,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, SO. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
(15) Veterans Benefits and Services (700): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $37,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $36,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $32,900,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $37,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $36,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,300,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $27,400,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $38,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $38,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $25,800,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $38,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $38,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $25,600,000,000. 

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $39,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $39,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $25,300,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(16) Administration of Justice (750): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $18,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $16,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $20,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $19,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $21,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $20,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $22,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $22,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $22,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $22,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, SO. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(17) General Government (800): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $14, 700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
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Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(18) Net Interest (900): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $247,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $247 ,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary ioan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $267,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $267,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations. $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $282,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $282,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $298,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $298,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $315,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $315,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(19) Allowances (920): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $1,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$1,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, -$3,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$2,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

men ts, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, -$3,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$2,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, -$2,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, - $6,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,400,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, - $900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(20) Undistributed Offsetting Receipts (950): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, -$36,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$36,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations. $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, -$30,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$30,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, -$30,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$30,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, -$31,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, - $31,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, -$31,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$31,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
SEC. 4. HEAL TH CARE REFORM. 

(a) If heal th care reform legislation is re
ported (including by a committee of con
ference), budget authority, outlays, and new 
entitlement authority shall be allocated to 
committees, and the total levels of budget 
authority, outlays, and revenues shall be ad
justed, to reflect such legislation if the legis
lation in the form in which it will be consid
ered would not increase the total deficit for 
the period of fiscal years 1995 through 1999. 

(b) Upon reporting of legislation described 
in subsection (a) and again upon submission 
of a conference report on such legislation, 
the chairman of the Committee on the Budg
et shall publish in the Congressional Record 
revised allocations under section 602(a) of 
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 and re
vised levels of total budget authority, out
lays, and revenues to carry out this section. 
Such allocations and totals shall be consid
ered as the allocations and aggregates under 
this. resolution. 
SEC. 5. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS. 

It is the sense of Congress that the follow
ing legislation should be enacted: 

(1) Legislation providing enforceable limits 
to control the growth of entitlement or man
datory spending. 

(2) Amendments to the Budget Enforce
ment Act of 1990 to establish a regular proce
dure to provide assistance for disasters and 
other emergencies without adding to the def
icit. 

(3) Legislation granting the President ex
pedited rescission authority over appropria
tions measures, as provided by R.R. 1578, as 
passed the House. 

SEC. 6. SENSE OF COMMI'ITEE ON THE BUDGET 
ON SCORING HEAL TH REFORM. 

It is the sense of the Committee on the 
Budget that all financial transactions associ
ated with the President's health reform leg
islation or similar health reform legislation 
relying on mandated payments to a Govern
ment entity be treated as part of the Federal 
budget, including premium payments by in
dividuals and employees to health alliances 
(which should be treated as receipts) and 
payments by heal th alliances to providers 
(which should be treated as outlays), for all 
purposes under the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974. 
SEC. 7. SENSE OF COMMI'ITEE ON THE BUDGET. 

(a) The Committee on the Budget is trou
bled by the Federal Government's failure to 
enforce immigration laws and secure United 
States borders from illegal immigration. The 
Government has also failed to investigate 
and prosecute Federal wage and hour viola
tions, thus creating incentives to hire per
sons illegally in the United States and exac
erbating the problem of illegal immigration. 

(b) The Committee on the Budget recog
nizes that the Federal Government has an 
obligation to help fund increasing State and 
local government costs directly resulting 
from ineffective Federal enforcement efforts 
in this area. Therefore, the Committee as
sumes that adequate funding in this resolu
tion will be used to reimburse States and 
local governments for both authorized pro
gram costs and legally binding obligations 
associated with providing: 

(1) Elementary and secondary education 
for undocumented children in the public 
schools. 

(2) Emergency medical assistance to un
documented persons. 

(3) Law enforcement resources and person
nel to incarcerate and supervise parole of 
criminal aliens. This funding can either be 
used by the Federal Government to take into 
custody and incarcerate criminal aliens or to 
reimburse States and local governments for 
their associated costs. 

(4) Services incidental to admission of ref
ugees under the Refugee Admission and Re
settlement program. 
SEC. 8. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING 

RESERVE FUNDS FOR EMER-
GENCIES. 

It is the sense of Congress that-
(1) the emergency designation under sec

tion 251 of the Balanced Budget and Emer
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985 has repeat
edly been invoked to circumvent the discre
tionary spending limits for other than emer
gency purposes; 

(2) amounts for emergencies should be set 
aside within a reserve fund and subject to 
the discretionary spending limit; 

(3) the reserve fund shall total 1 percent of 
annual budget outlays; and 

(4) emergency funding requirements in ex
cess of amounts held in the reserve fund 
should be offset by a reduction in appropria
tions. 
SEC. 9. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING 

UNFUNDED MANDATES. 
It is the sense of Congress that-
(1) the Federal Government should not di

minish the fiscal autonomy of State and 
local governments over their own sources of 
revenue; 

(2) the Federal Government should not 
shift the costs of administering Federal enti
tlements to State and local governments; 

(3) the Federal Government's share of enti
tlement programs should not be capped with
out providing States authority to amend 
their financial or programmatic responsibil-
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ities to continue meeting the mandated serv
ice; and 

(4) Congress should develop a mechanism 
to ensure that the costs of mandates are con
sidered during deliberations on authorizing 
legislation. 
SEC. 10. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING 

BASELINES. 

(a) FINDINGS.- The Congress finds that--
(1) the baseline budget shows the likely 

course of Federal revenues and spending if 
policies remain unchanged; 

(2) baseline budgeting has given rise to the 
practice of calculating policy changes from 
an inflated spending level; and 

(3) the baseline concept has been misused 
to portray policies that would simply slow 
down the increase in spending as spending 
reductions. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.- lt is the sense of 
the Congress that--

(1) the President should submit a budget 
that compares proposed spending levels for 
the budget year with the current year; and 

(2) the starting point for deliberations on a 
budget resolution should be the current year. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
FRANK] will be recognized for 30 min
utes, and the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
KASICH] will be recognized for 30 min
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. FRANK]. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 

Chairman, before we begin the debate, 
I have a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, it is my understanding that 
the Government Printing Office in 
printing their report for this bill, mis
printed two numbers in my amend
ment. The original copy of the report 
submitted to the printing office by the 
Rules Committee had the correct fig
ures. 

Am I correct that it is the numbers 
which were submitted by the Rules 
Committee and not those printed erro
neously which are the numbers that 
will be governing this amendment? 

The CHAIRMAN. It is the Chair's un
derstanding that there is a printing 
error in the Rules Committee report. 
The correct version of the amendment 
is now pending at the desk. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. A fur
ther parliamentary inquiry: That 
means Members who may have read the 
report might have been misled in the 
effect of this amendment I am offering, 
which would be to reduce the total 
budget authority by $2.4 billion. The 
report suggests that it would be taking 
$2.4 billion and moving it into the al
lowances function, but in fact under 
the ruling that the Chair has just given 
me, adopting this amendment would 
have the effect of reducing the total 
budget authority by $2.4 billion and not 
increasing the allowances function at 
all. Is that correct? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair cannot 
rule on the effect of the amendment, 
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but the Chair agrees with the initial 
inquiry. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Let 
me further inquire then, Mr. Chairman, 
am I correct that the numbers submit
ted, which were that the allowances 
function would remain the same, and 
the BA function would be reduced by 
$2.4 billion, that that will be what will 
govern if the amendment is adopted? 

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment is 
at the desk available for any Member 
who wishes to read the amendment as 
it reads now with the correct numbers. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I have a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. KASI CH. Mr. Chairman, is the 
amendment at the desk inaccurate as 
well as the one the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. FRANK] has been 
talking about here? 

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment at 
the desk is accurate. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. If the 
gentleman will yield to me, the amend
ment at the desk is accurate and the 
amendment at the desk reflects that 
the BA is reduced by $2.4 billion. 

Mr. KASICH. They said they had the 
amendment printed, and I cannot fig
ure out whether the Government Print
ing Office has printed it right or wrong, 
or which one is up here. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. If the 
gentleman will yield, he could figure it 
out if he was trying seriously, frankly, 
to deal with this. The Chair has just 
ruled and made it clear that the error 
by the Government Printing Office 
does not govern, that it is governed by 
the numbers that are there. 

Mr. KASICH. I was just making a 
parliamentary inquiry with the gen
tleman who is known to have a good 
sense of humor. But I appreciate what 
the gentleman is saying. 

Mr. Chairman, am I right in saying 
that the gentleman from Massachu
setts' amendment calls for reductions 
in the authorizing amounts for the De
partment of Defense, not an increase 
like it was spelled out? I think every
body should be clear on that. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. If the 
gentleman will yield, why does not the 
Clerk read the amount that is before us 
in only that one appropriate part, since 
the amendment is technically the 
whole budget? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read 
the corrections that were made in the 
amendment. 

The Clerk will report the corrections. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Corrections to amendment offered by Mr. 

FRANK of Massachusetts: 
Section 2, paragraph (2), strike 

$1,246,800,000,000 insert $1,244,400,000,000. 
Section 3, paragraph (19), strike 

$1 ,600,000,000 insert - $800,000,000. 
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Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend-

ment be laid at the Clerk's table. I 
would also say that I think it is pretty 
clear what the amendment does. In an 
effort to try to accommodate the gen
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
FRANK], I ask unanimous consent that 
the amendment be considered as read 
and laid there for Members to read. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I ap
preciate the gentleman's request. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
amendment has been considered as 
read. The Clerk was readi"ng the correc
tions in the amendment. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Mr. BROWDER. Mr. Chairman, I have 

a parliamentary inquiry. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 

state his parliamentary inquiry. 
Mr. BROWDER. Mr. Chairman, the 

gentleman from Massachusetts made a 
parliamentary inquiry just a minute 
ago and received a ruling from the 
Chair. Then the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts attempted to explain the 
ruling from the Chair. 

Would the chair, please, repeat the 
ruling on the parliamentary inquiry 
from the gentleman from Massachu
setts? 

The CHAIRMAN. The initial par
liamentary inquiry asked about the re
port. The Chair stated that the under
standing was that a printing error in 
the Committee on Rules report did 
exist and that the correct version of 
the amendment is available as it is at 
the desk. 

Mr. BROWDER. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I will 

proceed then, Mr. Chairman. 
That is the number that the Clerk 

then read? 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Massachusetts [Mr. FRANK] is rec
ognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I wish to 
claim the time in opposition to the 
amendment, but I want to yield 12 min
utes to the gentleman from South 
Carolina [Mr. SPENCE], the ranking 
member of the Committee on Armed 
Services, and 18 minutes to my distin
guished colleague, the gentleman from 
Alabama [Mr. BROWDER], and before we 
begin, I ask unanimous consent that 
they then be permitted to yield time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Massachusetts is recognized for 30 
minutes. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

The gentleman is 1ucky the Govern
ment Printing Office did not have to 
print that up for him. 

Mr. Chairman, what we have now is 
an amendment that would reduce the 
total budget authority in this bill by 
$2.4 billion. 

The reason it is submitted is that 
many of us on the Committee on the 
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Budget and elsewhere in the House 
thought it was a mistake for the Presi
dent to propose last December a change 
in the budget agreement that we had 
adopted only a few months before. We 
adopted a budget agreement, and it had 
some tight spending controls. 

The Pentagon alone decided that it 
could not live with those controls. No 
one was happy with them. The Penta
gon then succeeded, as part of the 
earthquake emergency, in getting an 
additional billion two over and above 
the budgeted amount. That is behind 
us now. Remember, they did get for 
this fiscal year $1,200,000,000 under the 
emergency procedures to add on to 
what was voted in the appropriations 
process last time. 

Now, we have a Presidential request, 
and this is the first part of it, which 
would over the remaining 4 years of 
this 5-year agreement give the Penta
gon an additional $11.4 billion. We can
not be sure whether this would be an 
add-on to the deficit, a subtraction for 
domestic programs, or, as is likely, 
some combination thereof. 

But giving the Pentagon an addi
tional 11.4 or 11.7 billion is clearly the 
first breach in the budget wall adopted 
last year. 

All departments have had problems. 
All departments have been told to ab
sorb inflation. All departments have 
been told to absorb pay raises. All de
partments were living within that. 

If we set the precedent of giving the 
Pentagon the first of a 5-year increase, 
we set a precedent that other depart
ments will follow. 

Today, I simply offer an amendment 
that would reduce total budget author
ity, and for that reason, it is supported 
by the National Taxpayers' Union, sup
ported by the Citizens Against Govern
ment Waste. They said it was the least 
deficit reducing, but it was still under 
the gun, so it reduces total spending 
authority. 

In future years, there would be an 
outlay effect to this, and we could deal 
with that. This year, since that addi
tional request came with no additional 
outlay request, it is simply a budget
authority request. 

The question is: Do we begin the 
process today of saying that the Penta
gon gets an $11-billion-plus increase 
from the budget agreement, an in
crease that will come either by adding 
onto the deficit as it did during the 
earthquake emergency bill or by com
ing out of other programs? 

I believe that there are many places 
where the Defense Department can 
continue to save money. I think it 
would be an error for us to begin the 
process of breaking down the budget 
discipline by giving them this exemp
tion. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. BROWDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 3 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, it is important for us 
to understand what's going on here 
with this amendment. Or, more impor
tantly, let's focus on what's not going 
on here! Exactly what does this amend
ment not do? 

In the first place, this amendment 
does not shift our priorities from a cold 
war defense to a post-cold war budget. 
As you can see from the charts in the 
well, which I requested from the Sec
retary of Defense who used them in his 
testimony before our congressional 
committees, that shift is already tak-

, ing place. Defense spending is going 
down dramatically. The question posed 
by amendments like this is whether we 
pursue a rational, managed defense 
downsizing over the years or whether 
we gut our national security and our 
economy. As President Bill Clinton 
said in a letter yesterday to Budget 
Committee Chairman MARTY SABO, 
"The committee has done a careful job 
in balancing the needs of the Nation, 
and I am prepared to work with you to 
oppose any cuts in the level of defense 
funded in the resolution." 

Second is deficit reduction. Despite 
promises in some "Dear Colleague" let
ters being circulated for this amend
ment, there is no deficit reduction in 
the amendment. It absolutely does not 
reduce budget outlays or the deficit 
numbers. The Frank amendment in
cludes the exact same budget outlay 
and deficit figures as the Budget Com
mittee resolution. This amendment 
simply "squirrels away" $2.4 billion 
this year and $11.4 billion over the next 
5 years for spending somewhere else 
sometime in the future. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
President's and the Budget Commit
tee's budget resolution and to oppose 
the Frank amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Vir
ginia [Mr. BATEMAN]. 

Mr. BATEMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in opposition to the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Massa
chusetts. To suggest that supporters of 
this amendment are being disingenuous 
in their comments on the amount allo
cated for national defense in the budg
et resolution would be kind. By sug
gesting that the $2.4 billion at issue 
here today represents an increase in 
the Defense budget is to ignore basic 
simple facts about the Federal \udget 
in general and the Defense budg~ in 
particular. 

Defense spending as percentages of 
the Federal budget and of gross domes
tic product reached their peaks in 1985. 
Since then, it has declined steadily. 
The Armed Forces are shrinking; the 
amount of the Defense budget spent on 
the actual procurement of weapons has 
declined by 67 percent over the last 10 
years; military careers, many of them 
exemplary, are being cut short; readi-

ness is degrading; recruiting is suffer
ing. To suggest, as supporters of the 
Frank amendment do, that Defense has 
not been reduced and reduced substan
tially is, Mr. Chairman, simply not cor
rect. 

The $2.4 billion in question is the fis
cal year 1995 share of a 2.6-percent ac
tive duty pay raise Congress passed 
last year. It does not represent an in
crease in the Defense budget. The fu
ture years Defense plan proposed by 
the administration was being under
funded in its own budget request by, 
depending on who you believe, from $30 
billion to $50 billion. The proposed $11 
billion added back to the Defense budg
et over the next several years was not 
an increase in Defense spending so 
much as a reduction in the amount 
being underfunded. 

Mr. Chairman, I invite supporters of 
the Frank amendment to venture out 
into the field to visit with the men and 
women who serve in the Armed Forces 
of the United States. These are people 
who risk their lives in an often harsh, 
austere environment while separated 
from their families for long periods of 
time, all the time knowing that they 
may return from 6 months at sea or 
from an extended deployment in a far 
away desert to discover they are being 
separated from the service against 
their wishes. I urge the supporters of 
the Frank amendment to compare the 
2.6-percent pay raise with the amount 
of locality pay recently provided for 
Federal civilian employees. 

It is just plain wrong to suggest that 
the Defense budget is receiving pref
erential treatment because a $30 to $50 
billion budget shortfall is being mar
ginally reduced to cover the cost of a 
2.4-percent pay raise. No other part of 
the Federal budget has seen the decline 
that the part allocated for national De
fense has. Yes, I know that the cold 
war is over. I also know that the mili
tary has seen more action-at the be
hest of its civilian leadership-since 
the end of the cold war than any time 
after Vietnam. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
in the House to reject this cynical at
tack on a Defense budget already in 
steep decline. Oppose the Frank 
amendment. 

D 1650 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 

Chairman, I yield 30 seconds to myself 
in order to refute the inaccurate state
ment of the gentleman from Alabama 
[Mr. BROWDER] when he said this 
money was being squirreled away. The 
only thing squirrely about that is the 
logic. The fact is this amendment re
duces budget authority. It does not 
squirrel it away, it does not put it any
where else, it reduces budget authority 
by $2.4 billion. That is $2.4 billion less 
than would be available for the Appro
priations Committee when they do it. 
The budget deals with outlays, but the 
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appropriations process, which deals 
with budget authority, will receive $2.4 
billion less. That is why both the Na
tional Taxpayers Union and Citizens 
Against Government Waste sided with 
me. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 minutes to 
the gentlewoman from Colorado [Mrs. 
SCHROEDER]. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding to me. 

Let me add a few more things. The 
prior speaker said that folks had inti
mated that the Defense budget had not 
come down. I do not think anyone on 
our side has said the Defense budget 
has not come down. But the other side, 
then, what are you saying? That it can 
never come down? There is no reason 
for it to come down? 

The issue is the Defense budget in 
every other country in the world has 
come down like an elevator with its 
cable cut. If you add the total amount 
that we are spending on Defense, it is 
more than all the rest of the countries 
on the planet combined. 

So I really find it rather shocking to 
see people standing up and saying if 
you take $2.4 billion out of an over $2.6 
billion budget, it will be the end, as we 
know it; people will be really left out 
there, hanging out there with nothing 
to defend themselves. That really does 
not pass the giggle test. This is even
i tis about 1.5-percent cut, and it was a 
cut that was not supposed to have been 
there in the first place. This was an 
add-on over what we agreed to last 
year after, as the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts has pointed out, many other 
add-ons have happened. 

So let us put this straight and let us 
be really honest about this. Here is a 
chance to save some money, real 
money. 

Let me just point out some of the 
things that we could cut out of the 
budget, I think. I am just reading from 
my own little part of defense bill. How 
about the tractor rose problem, or the 
tractor hip problem, or the tractor 
field problem or the tractor flop prob
lem, the tractor pump problem, the 
tractor hike problem, the tractor hole, 
tractor dirt, tractor red, tractor rose, 
tractor hip again, and here is tractor 
cage, tractor tread, tractor dump 
comes back again, tractor dirt, and 
tractor dirt. That is in the armed serv
ices for the Army. That is for research 
and development. 

If you want to get into the Navy, 
that is an interesting situation: pilot 
fish, retract juniper, chalk eagle, chalk 
coral, link hazel-we know these are 
very important things that we had bet
ter have-link hazel, retract maple, 
link plumeria, chalk weed, retract elm, 
and chalk poinsettia. You know, if we 
cut this out, I do not know what we are 
going to possibly do. 

If you also look into the Defense 
budget, you realize all three branches 
have their own separate chaplains 

school. I guess each of them have a dif
ferent God-I am not quite sure I un
derstand. I never understood why they 
did not have one chaplain school for 
the three services. 

They have three engineering schools. 
You would hope engineering for each of 
the services would be similar. 

They have got three different legal 
schools. Again, you would hope the law 
would be the same in the different serv
ices. 

I mean I can go on if you wanted me 
to. I could find all sorts of stuff in here 
that does not make any sense that I 
think we could do without, and we 
would still have all sorts of money left 
over. 

Let us look at other things. When 
you look at how every other agency 
has suffered, no other agency has been 
able to come out and add to their budg
et in each supplemental, and they have 
not been able to add in this year when 
we have such tight budgets. I certainly 
think if you can come forward and tell 
us exactly why you needed this $2.4 bil
lion, why the $260 billion that was de
cided upon last year was not enough, 
why we absolutely had to have it, why 
we are getting ready to spend another 
$11 billion, I think everyone would lis
ten. But I think this generic talk 
about, "Oh, my, it is already going 
down," that does not do it. We know 
that, but it is going down everywhere. 
The threat is going down. 

I think the taxpayers are due much 
more than that. 

So I salute the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts' amendment, and I would 
hope all of us would stand up and say 
we are going to treat each agency 
equally and if they have something 
they need to add, we are going to be 
very critical about it rather than just 
saying, "We don't want it," and we cer
tainly would not want to deny it. 

Mr. BROWDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. DICKS], a member of 
the Subcommittee on Defense Appro
priations. 

Mr. DICKS. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi
tion to the amendman t offered by the 
gentleman from Massachusetts. 

The President, in his State of the 
Union speech emphasized: 

There are still dangers in the world-ramp
ant arms proliferation, bitter regional con
flicts, ethnic and nationalist tensions in 
many new democracies. 

* * * Last year I proposed a defense plan 
that maintains our post-Cold War security at 
a lower cost. This year many people urged 
me to cut our defense spending further to 
pay for other government programs. I said, 
no . The budget I send to Congress draws the 
line against further defense cuts. It protects 
the readiness and quality of our forces. 

* * * We must not cut defense further . I 
hope the Congress without regard to party 
will support that position. 

President Clinton has reaffirmed his 
commitment in a letter sent yesterday 

to Budget Committee Chairman SABO 
by stating: 

I want to emphasize my opposition to any 
cuts in the defense budget below the level 
provided in the resolution. 

We have already cut Defense signifi
cantly since its peak level in 1985 in 
recognition of the dramatically 
changed military threat. The cumu
lative change to date from 1985 will ex
ceed 35 percent in real terms. During 
the 1990's, mandatory spending will go 
up 38 percent in real terms, domestic 
discretionary will go up 12 percent 
while defense outlays will decline 38 
percent under the President's budget 
plans. 

In order to keep his pledge, and avoid 
a return of hollow forces, the President 
approved a modest adjustment in de
fense spending plans over the 5-year pe
riod that restores about one-eighth of 
the additional cu.ts that President Clin
ton proposed beyond the Bush planned 
reductions. I view this as the absolute 
minimum that can be accepted. It is 
still very unclear whether this modest 
adjustment will meet the identified 
shortfall below the requirements of the 
Bottom-Up Review. 

Anyone who thinks that Defense cuts 
are not producing real hardship should 
visit southern California and talk to 
unemployed aerospace workers, go to 
Charleston, SC, and discuss the impact 
on the community of base closures, or 
to go to any base in the country and 
talk to sergeants about the impact of 
training cuts on his troops. 

We had 18 active Army divisions in 
1990, we will have only 10 by 1999. Naval 
ship battle forces have declined from 
546 to 1990 to 373 today. and ultimately 
will go to 346. Air Force active fighter 
wings have already been cut nearly in 
half from 24 to 13. Planned bomber cuts 
are from 315 to 107. Active military 
manpower has declined by more than 
half a million, or 32 percent. Defense 
civilians are going down 330,000 or 29 
percent. Even reserve forces will be 20 
percent lower than they were in 1990. 

There has been some claim that this 
amendment promotes deficit reduction. 
But it does not lower discretionary 
spending caps, and in any event in
volves no outlays at all. 

In addition, the author makes no se
cret that he views the amendment as a 
statement of congressional intent to 
make further adjustments totaling 
$11.7 billion in additional Defense cuts 
over the next 5 years. As stated in his 
dear colleague in support of the amend
ment "Stopping new spending now will 
free up resources for domestic prior
ities in the coming years * * *" 

Do not jeopardize the lives of Amer
ican troops, lead us back to hollow 
forces and make it impossible for the 
President to fulfill his pledge. Oppose 
the Frank amendment. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Florida [Mrs. FOWLER] . 
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Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

today to voice my strong opposition to 
the Frank amendment. 

In my view, the President's defense 
budget for fiscal year 1995 was totally 
inadequate as originally proposed. The 
Secretary of Defense is clearly on 
record as stating that the administra
tion's budget submission already 
underfunds the force structure speci
fied by the Bottom-Up Review by some 
$20 billion. This is the force structure 
that we have repeatedly been told is 
the absolute minimum acceptable force 
necessary to fight and win two major 
regional contingencies. 

The amendment that is now pending 
before the House would impose a cut of 
a further $2.5 billion this year and $11. 7 
billion over 5 years on the Defense De
partment budget. In my view, that is 
totally irresponsible. The President's 
budget already represents a reduction 
in real defense funding of nearly 34 per
cent from the peak we reached in 1985, 
and 43 percent by 1999. 

For me, the question is simple: Are 
we going to ask our soldiers, sailors, 
airmen and Marines to put their lives 
on the line behind an inadequate force 
structure? Are we going to rob them of 
the training and the systems that they 
need to help secure our national secu
rity goals? 

I urge this body to defeat the Frank 
amendment. 
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Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Oregon [Mr. DEFAZIO]. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. FRANK] for yielding this time to 
me. 

Mr. Chairman, I did bring my own 
chart. It was not prepared at great ex
pense by the Department of Defense. It 
is a little smaller, but there is a point 
to be made here. 

Are we going to overwhelm our en
emies with wasteful spending and big 
charts? Are we going to overwhelm 
them by being the leanest and meanest 
military in the world? 

Here is the opposition down here. 
The question is: Should the United 

States spend 10 times more than all of 
its potential enemies combined with
out any allies? Should we spend 15 
times? How much is enough to over
whelm our potential foes? 

Here is the United States spending; 
here is our allies. Add these two up. 
That is 20 times more than the poten
tial of all the bad guys that the Penta
gon can identify. 

The Frank amendment is so modest, 
Mr. Chairman, it is amazing that the 
fiscal conservatives around here cannot 
see through the smokescreen that is 
coming out of the Pentagon. We are 
talking about $2.4 billion out of a $260 
billion-plus budget. My colleagues al
ready heard some examples of some of 

the extraordinarily frivolous programs 
that are being funded by this. 

If my colleagues do not believe us, 
how about Lawrence Korb? How did 
this happen? First, instead of reinvent
ing the Pentagon, the Pentagon re
invented the threat and downplayed 
the contributions, very considerable, of 
our allies. The service chiefs convinced 
Mr. Aspin and Mr. Perry that the re
gional threats from countries like Iraq 
and North Korea, whose military 
spending is less than 20 billion a year, 
are almost equal to that posed by the 
Soviet Union which spend $200 billion a 
year before its collapse. That is Law
rence Korb, my colleagues. 

We have finally got to say that we 
have spent more than enough. We are 
burying them in dollar bills. We are 
burying them in contracts. We are 
burying them in charts. We beat them 
at real war. Now it is time to get ready 
for the conflict of the next century, 
which is economic, and if this country 
spends itself into bankruptcy, that is 
the war we are going to lose, the real 
war, the real conflict of the next cen
tury, the economic conflict with our 
allies, and ex-enemies and the like. 

Mr. BROWDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. SKELTON], chairman of 
the Subcommittee on Military Forces 
and Personnel. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, may I 
ask that the chart that we had here be 
replaced? 

Mr. Chairman, those who would cut 
into this military budget have not read 
the history of this country. After every 
major conflict and threat that we have 
.had we have substantially reduced our 
military capability. We paid for it not 
in dollars, as the previous gentleman 
spoke of, but we paid for it with the 
blood of young Americans, Task Force 
Smith, the Kasserine Pass, other places 
where we did not have enough, did not 
have the proper materiel, did not have 
the proper tra.ining. Let us not make 
that mistake in our day. 

Mr. Chairman, the President of the 
United States correctly in his letter of 
March 9 to the Honorable MARTIN 
SABO, the chairman of the Committee 
on the Budget, stated that, and I read 
from his letter: 

I want to emphasize my opposition to any 
cuts in the defense budget below the level 
provided in the resolution. As pointed out in 
my State of the Union Address, I am fully 
committed to the principle that our military 
must be the best equipped, the best trained, 
the best prepared in the world. 

Mr. Chairman, when was the last 
time that our defense establishment 
hit rock bottom, and I speak to my 
side of the aisle. The last time, sadly, 
was when the Democratic administra
tion did so. The President, this Presi
dent, is determined not to repeat that 
sad experience, and I support him in 
that effort. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge us to defeat 
this Frank amendment. My colleagues, 

we are going through the hearing proc
ess now dealing with the bottom-up re
view. Frankly the bottom-up review 
cannot fulfill, in my opinion, the two 
major regional conflicts. We also see 
the Navy coming in with 16 less ships 
than what was in the bottom-up re
view, the Air Force coming in with 70-
some-odd bombers less. We must main
tain what is in this budget. 

Mr. SPENCE. ~r. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Ari
zona [Mr. KYL]. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong opposition to the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Massa
chusetts [Mr. FRANK] to reverse Con
gress' decision to provide sufficient 
funding for military pay raises in fiscal 
year 1994. What we have learned over 
the past generation is that readiness in 
a capable and motivated all-volunteer 
force is, first and foremost, about peo
ple. Our young men and women in uni
form are the heart and soul of military 
readiness. 

Mr. Chairman, I am at a loss to ex
plain why the President has proposed 
for the second year in a row to send the 
wrong signal to the troops by propos
ing a cut in pay from levels endorsed 
by Congress less than 6 months ago. 
Today U.S. military personnel are 
working harder, deployed away from 
home longer and remain underpaid rel
ative to their civilian contemporaries. 
If the President's pay proposals were to 
be enacted, within 2 years military pay 
would be a staggering 17 percent below 
comparable civilian pay. One result 
would obviously be a worsening of the 
already troubling trends becoming ap
parent in recruitment and retention. 
Today, for example, an E-1, a private, 
makes $832 a month. That is only 
slightly above the federally defined 
poverty level. We have got people in 
our military on food stamps. 

Mr. Chairman, military pay is a key 
issue. The Frank amendment will only 
hurt more of our young men and 
women in uniform. 

To its credit, Mr. Chairman, Congress 
rejected the President's budget last 
year on the issue of military pay, and 
I suspect it will do so again this year. 
Defeating the Frank amendment is an 
important first step in this process. 
The Frank amendment would undo 
what we did last year. The $2.5 billion 
that the gentleman from Massachu
setts [Mr. FRANK] proposes to cut from 
the fiscal year 1995 defense top line was 
added to the budget by the administra
tion late last year for the express pur
pose of funding the military pay raise 
Congress mandated last year. 

I say to my colleagues, "Let's don't 
pull the rug out from under our troops. 
Vote no on the Frank amendment." 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen
tlewoman from California [Ms. WOOL
SEY], a member of the Committee on 
the Budget. 
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Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, first, I 

want to say that the budget reported 
by our committee points the Nation in 
the right direction in almost every 
way. I would like to thank the gen
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. SABO] for 
his hard work in looking out for Presi
dent Clinton's priorities-Head Start; 
child nutrition; job training and job 
creation. 

However, there is one number in this 
budget which is dead wrong. In a post
cold-war age when we have to focus on 
our urgent domestic needs, it is crimi
nal Mr. Chairman that the Pen tag on is 
asking for $263.3 billion in defense 
spending-a $2.4 billion increase over 
last year. 

Mr. Chairman, it is therefore with 
great frustration that I join the gen
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
FRANK] and my other colleagues in of
fering an alternative which eliminates 
this $2.4 billion increase in military 
spending. 

When I was first named to the Budget 
Committee, just over a year ago, if you 
had told me that military spending 
would go up by $2.4 billion in 1995, I 
would not have believed you. This has 
been quite a wake-up call for a first
term Member of Congress. 

This Member was hired by the people 
of Marin and Sonoma Counties to work 
for them here, in Washington, to make 
education our Nation's No. 1 priority 
and part of this job is to make sure 
that the military budget reflects post
cold-war reality. 

This amendment changes only one 
part of the budget-military spending
and it does not change it much. But, 
this is a very important vote. Make no 
mistake-passage of this amendment 
will send a clear message that Congress 
is finally ready to move away from the 
cold-war budgets of the past, and ready 
to step up to the challenges of the fu
ture-which are: Education, health 
care, crime, welfare, and deficit reduc
tion. 

Mr. Chairman, the President has sent 
us a budget which begins to step up to 
these challenges. But we cannot meet 
them without a post-cold-war military 
budget that eliminates the unnecessary 
programs we are funding today. I urge 
my colleagues to support the Frank 
amendment. 

Mr. BROWDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as she may consume to 
the gentlewoman from Connecticut 
[Mrs. KENNELLY]. 

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to oppose the 
Frank substitute budget resolution which 
seeks to cut $2.5 billion in defense spending 
from the fiscal year 1995 budget resolution. I 
am not a Member who says-no, never cut 
the defense budget. Like many others, I have 
tried to keep our Nation's best interest and na
tional security needs at the forefront of deci
sions regarding changes in our defense 
needs. However, I feel strongly that on this oc-

casion we should support our President ahd 
his pledge to avoid further reductions in de
fense spending at this time. 

With the cold war over, I can understand the 
desire of some of my colleagues to bring 
about additional reductions in spending. We 
should, however, remember that each major 
attempt we have made at downsizing our mili
tary has gone too far. Given the number of 
volatile situations, such as the civil war in the 
former Yugoslavia, which have emerged 
around the world and the uncertainty of future 
threats, such as the nuclear hopes of North 
Korea and others, we must remain vigilant. 

I urge my colleagues to remember that de
fense spending has been reduced by 33.7 
percent in real terms since 1985 and by 1999 
the real cut will be 43 percent. In 1999, de
fense spending will be at its lowest post-war 
levels in terms of its share of GNP, 3 percent, 
and as a share of Federal outlays, 13.2 per
cent. 

Further reductions in defense spending at 
this time risk even further damage to an al
ready fragile defense industrial base. The Na
tion is already dealing with the effects of re
ductions made thus far. In my own State of 
Connecticut, thousands of skilled defense 
workers have been displaced because of a 
shrinking defense budget. Military personnel 
levels have also declined by more than half-a
million since 1985. If this $2.5 billion is deleted 
from the fiscal year 1995 defense budget, the 
Department of Defense will be forced to seek 
the funds elsewhere in its budget. This could 
amount to further reductions in personnel, 
elimination of weapons systems critical to our 
future security and a continued erosion in our 
readiness. 

There is yet another side to this question of 
military expenditures. A further reduction in 
budget authority in the fiscal year 1995 de
fense budget translates to a further reduction 
in budget outlays in the out years. Approving 
the Frank substitute would force the Appro
priations Committee to stretch an already 
shrinking budget to dangerously thin levels in 
coming years. Such a shortage could prevent 
our military from maintaining necessary per
sonnel level or make procurement of needed 
future weapons system extremely difficult. 

I urge my colleagues to follow the Clinton 
administration in managing our defense needs 
and urge my colleagues to oppose the Frank 
substitute. · 

Mr. BROWDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Oklahoma [Mr. MCCURDY] the chair
man of the Mainstream Forum. 

Mr. MCCURDY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the Frank amendment. 
I appreciate and respect my colleague, 
but we do have a disagreement on his 
provisions in this amendment. 

President Clinton has rightfully cited 
three pillars for an effective foreign 
policy: A strong economy, support for 
democracy, and a strong national de
fense. He has also stated as his prior
i ties within defense policy and goals to 
preserve the quality of the forces, the 
quality of technology, and preserve 
readiness. 

During the Presidential campaign 
when he was outlining his policy for 

how to reduce the defense budget while 
preserving these important priorities, 
he proposed a reduction of $60 billion 
on top of what President Bush had rec
ommended. But when he came into of
fice, he found out that the deficit was 
larger, and therefore he doubled that 
request and actually cut it $120 billion. 

By cutting $120 billion though, he 
created a serious challenge for the De
partment of Defense, and that is how 
do you reduce the overhead, the bases, 
the infrastructure, the overhead of the 
Department of Defense, and at the 
same time not sacrifice the quality of 
the force, the readiness, and creating a 
hollow force. 

What he has found is that in doing 
this, and by having such a rapid pace of 
decline, those very things that he is ar
guing to protect are being threatened 
today. That is why after a number of us 
met with the President and Vice Presi
dent expressing our concern about 
readiness, that he decided in his judg
ment to recommend this offset. 

This is $2.4 billion for the pay raise 
and to adjust somewhat for the in
creased estimate of inflation. 

My colleagues, there is a serious 
threat in the world today as the 
changes in Russia are occurring. This 
is different than when the President 
first proposed the budget. North Korea 
is highly unstable and dangerous. My 
colleagues are still asking for action in 
Bosnia. We see the changes throughout 
the world. 

I believe that this is a modest adjust
ment, it is fair, it continues with I 
think the priorities of the administra
tion, and I think we ought to defeat 
the Frank amendment. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Massa
chusetts [Mr. TORKILDSEN]. 

Mr. TORKILDSEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise today to oppose strongly this 
amendment and respectfully disagree 
with my colleague from Massachusetts. 
My concern with the amendment be
fore us is the impact it will have on the 
readiness and capability of our armed 
forces. 

I support President Clinton's state
ment that we cannot cut defense fur
ther than the cuts that President Clin
ton has recommended. The defense 
budget has been cut over 33 percent in 
real terms since 1985. That is right, 
every year since 1985, the defense budg
et has been cut. 

While we all celebrate the end of the 
Soviet Union, we now face a different, 
smaller, and in some ways more com
plicated· threat. As the tension of a bi
polar world has decreased, instability 
in the world has increased. There are 
now more than a handful of dictators 
armed with bailistic missiles and other 
weapons of terror who feel free to make 
mischief, especially in the Mideast. 

If opponents of democracy again rise 
up, who will defend our interests? Who 
will we send to join our allies in the re
gion to fight aggression and terror? 
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It is ironic that at a time when our 

women and men in uniform are being 
asked to shoulder more and more re
sponsibilities, such as humanitarian 
and peacekeeping missions on top of 
their first responsibility of defending 
U.S. interests, that some want even 
deeper cuts in our defense budget than 
even President Clinton does. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to reject this shortsighted amendment 
and support keeping our women and 
men in uniform prepared. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen
.tlewoman from Hawaii [Mrs. MINK], a 
member of the Committee on the Budg
et and former national security official 
of the United States at the State De
partment. 
· Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman, 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. Chairman, the issue that this 

House must face is the integrity of the 
decision that we made in August. It 
was a difficult decision, hard to come 
by, just barely met, in which the 
progress of this country was deter
mined. The economy has bolstered, the 
recession has just about disappeared, 
people have been put back to work, the 
confidence of this Nation was estab
lished by that budget resolution. 

We were committed under that budg
et resolution to certain targets. We be
lieved in the integrity of that decision. 
And yet now this House is being asked 
to violate that compromise which was 
made in all quarters, painfully for 
many of us. Many of us felt that there 
were certain cuts that were made 
against the disabled and the elderly 
and the children of our country that 
should not have been made, but we 
stuck by the necessity for that resolu
tion. 

Today what we are faced with is a 
violation of that commitment. We are 
being asked, without any defense or ex
planation, for an increase of $2.4 billion 
in the defense budget. I ask this House 
to consider not the amount of money 
that is involved here, but the principles 
which we are being asked to violate, 
which we established in August. And I 
think that that is a very, very impor
tant point. 

Why do we allow the Defense Depart
ment alone to come before this House 
and get an increase of $2.4 billion in 
budget authority? No other function 
has been allowed such discretion. 
Where is the justification? Every other 
department is being asked to suffer 
cuts in their payroll, cuts in the num
ber of personnel. 

Two hundred fifty-two thousand indi
viduals in all of the departments all 
across this country are being cut. They 
are being asked to absorb those defi
cits. They are being asked to absorb all 
the other stringent requirements that 
the budget resolution laid before each 
of the departments, except for the De
partment of Defense. 

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that is 
wrong. The budget resolution ought to 
be tru thflll and faithful to the commit
men t that it made this country in Au
gust of last year. I ask this House to 
support the Frank substitute to the 
budget resolution. 

Mr. BROWDER. Mr. Chairman, might 
I inquire how much time I have left? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. FRANK] has 15 
minutes left, the gentleman from Ala
bama [Mr. BROWDER] has 9 minutes 
left, and the gentleman from South 
Carolina [Mr. SPENCE] has 4112 minutes 
left. 

Mr. BROWDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. MURTHA], the chair
man of the Subcommittee on Defense 
Appropriations. 

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, let me 
say that over the last 15 years, the De
fense Department budget has been cut 
by over $150 billion. I do not think any
body can match the record of cu ts in 
defense in any other area of the gov
ernment. Secretary Perry projects a 
$20-billion shortfall in the defense 
budget over the next 5 years. I project 
the shortfall could be $40 to $50 billion. 

What concerns me is in 1980 we could 
not pull off Desert One. We had the 
same number of troops in 1991, and we 
pulled off Desert Storm. Readiness was 
the key, and we are going to lose that 
edge and will have a hollow force if we 
do not provide the money for defense. 

The reduction of $2.4 billion is for the 
pay increase. They are absorbing the 
outlays, but the budget authority is for 
extra pay for the troops. The troops are 
deployed twice as much as they have 
been in the past years. 

The tempo of operation is even great
er than when they had a large force. So 
it is absolutely essential that we defeat 
the Frank amendment, which has good 
intentions, but which would destroy 
the readiness of the Armed Forces. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. HUNTER]. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
our ranking member for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I wanted to reiterate 
what the gentleman who preceded me 
just said. The Frank amendment will 
destroy readiness. 

My friends, let me give you a couple 
of facts. Since Desert Storm, we have 
flown twice the sorties over Iraq than 
we flew during Desert Storm. 
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The airlift in Bosnia has now gone on 

longer than the Berlin airlift. We are 
talking about 28 sorties a day. We are 
spending a ton of money in fees keep
ing missions around the world, and the 
military is taking it out of their hide. 

We have cut now our fighter force by 
50 percent in the military. We have cut, 
the gentlewoman said we are going to 
cut 270,000 civilians, where is the cut 
for the military? 

The military, I would say to my col
league from Hawaii, has cut . over 
500,000 positions since they started 
downsizing, over twice what the civil
ian population is taking. 

The last issue is credibility. We stay 
strong and we maintain a strong posi
tion in this world because of our credi
bility. 

We have over 30,000 people in Korea 
whose lives are protected by the credi
bility of America's strength. If we cut 
our defense and we have to have an
other so-called peacekeeping operation, 
we will spend $2.5 billion, $3 billion in 
a matter of a couple weeks. This is the 
worst decision we could possibly make 
to support the Frank amendment. It is 
bad. It is bad for readiness. It is bad for 
the men and women who wear the uni
form. 

Let us vote it down. Let us be ration
al. Let us keep America strong. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
MEEHAN], who serves on the Committee 
on Armed Serves. 

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, if any 
other department wanted to break the 
budget caps so they could have an 
extra couple of billion dollars to cover 
the cost of salary increases, they'd be 
ridiculed. I'm amazed that the Depart
ment of Defense can keep a straight 
face, when they argue that they should 
get an extra $2.4 billion for pay raises. 

This has nothing to do with the pay 
raise and everything to do with the 
fact that the military has to learn to 
live within the budget. During the 
early 1980s, the armed forces spent 
money like drunken sailors, and Con
gress congratulated them for it. I guess 
it shouldn't be surprising that the mili
tary thinks it's above the budget law, 
but we have a duty to tell them they're 
wrong. 

The United States continues to spend 
more on defense than our NATO part
ners, Russia, Iraq, and a dozen other 
countries put together. Communism is 
dead. There's' no reason to spend more 
on defense than all our potential allies 
and enemies combined. 

Some of my friends on the other side 
of the aisle who would not vote for the 
President's deficit reduction package, 
because it did not cut spending enough, 
and they would not vote for any in
creases in taxes. And next week they 
will be here to say they want more 
spending on defense. They do not want 
to touch entitlements, but they are for 
a balanced budget. 

If we can't fight and win two regional 
conflicts at once, maybe the problem is 
that we're spending too much on the 
wrong things. A lot of people who com
plain about hollow forces want money 
for expensive modernization programs, 
not O&M. I'm all for supporting ade
quate levels of readiness; but no one 
should use a professed concern about 
readiness as an excuse to support pork 
in uniform. 
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The Frank substitute would not cut 

defense beyond the levels mandated by 
last year's deficit reduction package. It 
would simply force the DOD to set pri
orities like everyone else. Let's make 
the budget agreement stick. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MEEHAN. I yield to the gen
tleman from Washington. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, there are 
a lot of sailors in my district. I find 
that none of them use alcohol any 
worse than anybody else in society. 

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, that 
was an expression to use for the fact 
that the military spent money in the 
early 1980's. It has nothing to do with 
alcohol, and the gentleman probably 
knows that. 

Mr. BROWDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Mississippi [Mr. MONTGOMERY], the 
chairman of the Committee on Veter
ans' Affairs and vice-chairman of the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the Frank amend
ment. Between 1989 and 1999, we will 
bring down the spending and strength 
level of the active forces by 36 percent, 
and we will bring down the spending 
and the forces of the National Guard 
and reserve by 20 percent. Really, is 
that not enough? 

Since 1991, some of my colleagues 
have already lost their active bases in 
their communities because of the 
drawdown. In most cases, we have been 
able to protect the National Guard and 
Reserve armories and flying uni ts. 

If the Frank amendment is adopted, 
no question about it, National Guard 
units will have to be cut more than 
they have been cut. 

As I said earlier, we have been able to 
protect the Guard flags and Reserve 
flags in our communities. If we adopt 
the Frank amendment, we are going to 
have to close these armories, and they 
are there for the community to help in 
natural disasters and also national 
crises. 

I ask Members to vote against the 
Frank amendment to protect the re
serve units. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 2 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the Frank amendment. I thought ev
eryone knew by now that we are cut
ting too much from defense. We are 
doing irreparable harm not only to our 
national security but also to our eco
nomic security. 

We have already closed more than 200 
bases in this country, and over 600 
bases and facilities abroad. 

We are in the painful process of base 
closures, and we have another round of 
closures coming up next year. We are 
cutting back too quickly and too deep
ly. 

We have already lost more than one 
million jobs from our active duty mili-

tary, reserves, civilian employees, and 
private sector defense industrial base 
workers. I suspect that every Member's 
district in this country has been af
fected one way or another by these de
fense cutbacks. I know everyone in this 
Chamber is aware of and sensitive to 
the problems being created by the jobs 
being lost. 

We are losing thousands of defense 
jobs every month, hundreds of thou
sands a year, and have been since the 
late 1980's. We have a national defense 
strategy that was developed by this ad
ministration called the Bcttom-Up Re
view. 

The Bottom-Up Review, which was 
meant to address potential threats 
that this country might face, is cur
rently underfunded according to ad
ministration spokesmen, by at least $20 
billion. Some estimates put the short
fall closer to $100 billion. 

Even President Clinton, the "moth
er" of all defense cuts, is opposed to 
this amendment. I urge Members to 
vote against the Frank amendment. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from Or
egon [Ms. FURSE], who is on the Com
mittee on Armed Services, as I con
template the reference to the President 
as the "mother of all defense cuts." 

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Chairman, the 
amendment before us today is about 
choices. We can choose to reduce the 
deficit, or we can choose to increase 
the defense budget. 

I support a strong military. But I am 
opposed to wasting taxpayer dollars. 
Giving an additional $2.4 billion to the 
Defense Department is truly wasteful 
spending. This is not about a hollow 
force. Just listen to some of the things 
defense contractors charge the Penta
gon for: A California defense firm 
charged the Pentagon more than one
half a million dollars for employee con
ferences in Jamaica, Hawaii, Mexico, 
and the Grand Cayman Islands. 

And a Massachusetts military con
tractor let its employees use its 46-foot 
fishing boat for their personal enjoy
ment and charged the Pentagon $62,000, 
calling it overhead for Government 
contracts. 

Taxpayers in my home State of Or
egon, as well as those from around the 
country should be outraged. I know my 
constituents would rather pay for more 
cops on the beat than defense contrac
tors' fun in the sun. 

I quote my colleague, Mr. FRANK, we 
must also choose whether we are Uncle 
Sam or Uncle Sucker. The rest of the 
world invests in their own economies 
while U.S. taxpayers pick up the tab 
for their defense. I say it's time to stop 
being Uncle Sucker. 

The Children's Defense Fund has en
dorsed our amendment. Because of pov
erty or lack of services American ba
bies are at risk. 

Mr. Chairman, I choose to help Amer
ican children grow up in safe and 

heal thy comm uni ties. I call on all of 
my colleagues to answer the following 
question: Do taxpayers in your district 
want to pick up the tab for waste and 
frivolous trips? If the answer is no, 
then you must support the Frank 
amendment. The 1994 level of spending 
appropriated for defense is quite 
enough. 

0 1730 
Mr. BROWDER. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from California [Ms. HARMAN], my col
league on the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, the act 
of budgeting is about finding balances. 

In that regard, I rise to oppose the 
Frank amendment and to support the 
committee-reported budget resolution. 

Our job is to balance our Nation's 
critical needs with available resources. 
As a member of the Armed Services 
Committee, I know that we have strug
gled to find the proper balance in the 
defense budget-to build a military 
adequate to meet current and future 
threats during a time of shrinking de
fense dollars. As President Clinton said 
during his State of the Union speech, 
we must "draw the line against further 
defense cuts." 

Though the fiscal atmosphere calls 
for tough decisions, both the adminis
tration and the Budget Committee 
have managed to retain a strong de
fense budget and stay within the dis
cretionary spending caps. Taking an 
additional $2.4 billion out of defense 
would place our industrial base at risk, 
and force the Defense Department to 
make cuts that would leave our mili
tary vulnerable. The defense question 
would change from "How do we best 
meet global and regional threats?" to 
"Which threats will go unmet?" 

As the representative of the aero
space center of California, I know what 
is at risk. And it is not pork. 

The balance achieved in the commit
tee budget resolution reflects the 
tough budget choices we made last 
year, enacting the largest deficit re
duction package in history-nearly $500 
billion over 5 years. Included in that 
package was a proposal I coauthored 
with several of my colleagues to create 
a deficit reduction trust fund to ensure 
that net revenue increases and spend
ing reductions included in the package 
go toward deficit reduction-not new 
spending. 

This discipline has paid off. The defi
cit is lower than it has been at any 
point in the 1990's. We have a growing 
economy, a falling jobless rate, histori
cally low interest rates and negligible 
inflation. Our direction is sound, and 
the committee budget resolution keeps 
us on this fiscal path, and keeps Fed
eral spending within the caps that the 
Congress enacted last year. 

In contrast to maintaining the bal
ance, the Solomon and Kasich alter-
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native budgets compromise the invest
ments we need to secure a productive 
future. The Solomon proposal cuts the 
technology development associated 
with the space station; it cuts 
wastewater treatment, land conserva
tion, job training, education, and law 
enforcement. The Kasi ch proposal cu ts 
energy research, including renewable 
energy research; it cuts environmental 
cleanup, civilian technology research, 
transit, student loans, and high speed 
rail development. And these are cu ts 
beyond the substantial scale-back of 
discretionary spending under which we 
are now operating. 

That is not to say that additional 
balanced deficit reduction cannot still 
be achieved. During the coming 
months, many of us will be fighting for 
specific cuts during the appropriations 
process. We need further tools to en
sure that those cuts stick. That is why 
I have joined with a bipartisan group of 
colleagues in drafting a Deficit Reduc
tion Lock Box. This lock box will man
date that cuts made in appropriations 
bills go to deficit reduction instead of 
simply freeing up the funds for future 
spending. We need the lock box to 
make sure that the deficit reduction 
momentum we have started can con
tinue. 

I commend the work of the Budget 
Committee in adhering to the difficult 
standards of last year's reconciliation 
bill and finding the proper balance be
tween necessary investments and nec
essary cuts. I urge this House to con
tinue to fight for responsible spending 
in the weeks and months ahead. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
our remaining 30 seconds to the gen
tleman from Virginia [Mr. SISISKY]. 

Mr. SISISKY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for giving me this time. 
I will just take a minute. 

This afternoon we had a . hearing in 
the Armed Services room concerning 
the Bottom-Up Review, and we had 
about four academics from different 
think tanks and other things, and 
three of them really were opposed to 
the Bottom-Up Review, and one was 
pro. And I asked them a very simple 
question at the end. I said, "It's so sim
ple that all I need is a yes or no." I 
said, "On July 31 of 1990, would you 
have predicted that we would have 
500,000 uniformed people 8,000 miles 
away in the desert by Christmas 
time?" And they all shook their head 
and said no. I said, "How can a bottom
up review predict where the next con
flagration will be?" 

Believe me, we need to defeat the 
Frank ameiidmen t and to keep our 
military strong. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Illi
nois [Mr. DURBIN) a member of the 
Committee on Agriculture and the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, as I lis
tened to this debate, from time to time 

it sounded like a prayer meeting. 
Those who spoke critical of the Frank 
amendment kept using the familiar 
prayerful chant, "Hallowed be thy 
Army". And yet the simple fact of the 
matter is if the United States has any 
other nation in the world which is a 
threat, we are outspending that nation 
by at least 10 to 1. And if we combine 
all of the nations which we fear, the so
called rogue nations, all of their de
fense spending combined, the United 
States outspends them by a margin of 
almost 15 to 1. 
' This comes down to some pretty 

tough choices, as budget debates will. 
Which is more important to America, 
the defense of Japan or the defense of 
American families against crime? 
Which is more important to America, 
building President Reagan's cold war 
relic, the Star Wars Program, or build
ing a health care system which pro
tects millions of uninsured working 
families? Which is more important to 
our future, better schools or better Tri
dent missiles? 

Why in the world should we cut 
money to be spent on medical research 
so that we can turn around and give 
the Department of Defense the only in
crease over the budget deficit agree
ment of last year? 

Many argue that these are false 
choices. I disagree. As the chairman of 
an Appropriations subcommittee, I am 
facing a freeze in spending. It is not 
pleasant. I think the Department of 
Defense should be up against the same 
kind of a standard. 

Let me close by saying this: Next 
week we will have a vote on the bal
anced budget amendment. We will hear 
some of the most soaring rhetoric in 
the world about cutting spending. Take 
a close look at this roll call and find 
out how many of these balanced budget 
warriors are going to sign up today to 
actually cut $2.5. billion in spending. 

Mr. BROWDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. STENHOLM], my colleague 
on the Committee on the Budget. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the Frank amend
ment. I do so because of my growing 
concerns, now supported by this admin
istration, that to cut defense further 
could unnecessarily jeopardize our Na
tion's security. 

There has also been a great deal of 
confusion as to whether or not the 
Frank amendment reduces the deficit. 
Let me begin by saying that the gen
tleman from Massachusetts has been 
very honest insofar as not reallocating 
the $2.4 billion in budget authority 
which he removes from function 050, 
the National Defense function. Where I 
differ with Mr. FRANK is in his claim 
that this simple lack of reallocation 
will cause deficit reduction. 

In my opinion, none of the facts of 
the amendment support such a claim. 
First, you will note that while the de-

fense BA has been reduced by $2.4 bil
lion, there is no reduction in defense 
outlays. As we all know, the deficit is 
an outlay number. If you compare the 
deficit numbers of the Sabo committee 
bill with the deficit numbers of the 
Frank amendment, you will note that 
they are identical. I do not understand 
how a deficit reduction claim can be 
made when the amendment itself shows 
precisely the same deficit number. 

Second, if Mr. FRANK were commit
ted to his new-found conversion to defi
cit reduction, he would have included 
in his amendment a lowering of the 
spending caps. As you will recall from 
last year's Penny-Kasich vote, the rea
son those of us who supported that 
amendment could claim deficit reduc
tion was because we not only made the 
specific spending cuts, but we also low
ered the caps. Only by lowering the dis
cretionary caps is there an iron-clad 
guarantee of deficit reduction. 

In truth, Mr. FRANK, as always, has 
been very honest about his hopes for 
these defense savings. His hope is that 
ultimately it will be the desire of this 
Congress to reduce the amount our Na
tion spends on defense and increase the 
amount we spend on domestic pro
grams. That's a perfectly legitimate 
position for him to take and I support 
his right to take it. While I, too, want 
to reduce discretionary spending, 
where I differ is that I believe we must 
invest not in today's programs but in 
tomorrow's generations by removing 
the weight of our irresponsible spend
ing from their shoulders. 

I am encouraged by my friend's steps 
toward budget cutting and I hope that 
in the future we will be able to count 
on him to join the deficit reduction 
army. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose the 
Frank amendment. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
BLACKWELL], a member of the Commit
tee on the Budget. 

Mr. BLACKWELL. Mr. Chairman. I 
rise in support of the amendment. 

The amendment would strike the $2.5 
billion increase in defense spending 
contained in the budget resolution. By 
implication, the amendment also re
jects the proposed $6.4 billion increase 
in the substitute. 

I support the amendment, Mr. Chair
man, because I believe it is more im
portant to fund certain, key domestic 
programs than it is to escalate the pro
duction of weapons. 

When the Congressional Budget Of
fice scored the President's fiscal year 
1995 budget proposal, it found $3.1 bil
lion in overspending. The major part of 
this overspending was due to an unex
pected, proposed increase in defense 
spending. 

Faced with this overspending, the 
budget committee sought to preserve 
the increases in defense spending, while 
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finding reductions in domestic spend
ing to meet the spending caps. 

In my view, however, it is more im
portant to fund drug free schools and 
communities than it is to fund nuclear 
weapons testing. In this budget, we 
spend almost twice as much on nuclear 
weapons testing than on drug free 
schools. 

We spend $818 million for the B-2 
Stealth bomber, an amount in excess of 
half the funds needed to fund the Low 
Income Home Energy Assistance Pro
gram at the fiscal year 1994 level. 

We spend two and a half billion for 
the F-22 advanced tactical fighter. The 
cost of one of those planes, $134 mil
lion, would be more than enough to 
fund the Impact Aid Program for mili-:. 
tary dependents. 

The list of defense spending goes on 
and on, while the list of domestic re
ductions goes on and on. It is time, Mr. 
Chairman, to put our priori ties in 
order. I urge support for the Frank 
amendment. 

Mr. BROWDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Tennessee [Mr. TANNER] my colleague 
on the Committee on Armed Services. 

D 1740 
Mr. TANNER. It is an old axiom that 

the only certainty in this world is un
certainty. I do not think anyone here, 
no matter how you are going to vote on 
this amendment, can seriously argue 
that we are not cutting defense in an 
orderly manner. 

What we need is certainty in this 
downsizing. We can downsize the mili
tary in this country. We can do it safe
ly without jeopardizing national secu
rity, but we must be left to do that job. 

This approach, this amendment, is 
wrongheaded. 

May I suggest to you that some had 
mentioned about pay. There are 20,000 
military households that now qualify 
for food stamps. That is not anything 
to be proud of, because we asked these 
young men and women in uniform, and 
will, remembering that the only cer
tainty is uncertainty, we will ask them 
again to go to some foreign land at 
some unknown hour, some unknown 
day, at some unknown week, some un
known month and year in the future, 
and lay down their lives for this coun
try. 

What we are talking about here is a 
wrongheaded approach to letting us on 
the committee downsize in a rational, 
logical manner. 

Please, defeat this amendment. 
Mr. BROWDER. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 30 seconds to the gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. SCOTT]. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
express my opposition to the Frank 
amendment. 

Since 1985, we have been cutting the 
defense budget. And we will continue 
to cut in the future. By the year 1999 
the defense will be only 2.8 percent of 

GDP-the lowest since before World 
War II. 

What this means is the Army will 
lose 45 percent of its divisions, the 
Navy will lose 37 percent of its battle 
force ships and the Air Force will lose 
almost 40 percent of its attack aircraft. 

If we are to continue to have the 
world's best equipped, best trained, and 
best prepared fighting forces-we must 
not undermine our Armed Services by 
accepting this amendment. 

Again, I urge my colleagues to vote 
against the Frank amendment. 

Mr. BROWDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 30 seconds to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. EDWARDS]. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I keep hearing we should not give 
the Department of Defense special 
treatment. But the truth is if every 
Federal agency had been cut like the 
Department of Defense, we would not 
even have a deficit problem. 

The Frank amendment will not re
duce the deficit by one dime. What it 
will do is cut military training, 
COLA's, housing, and possibly even 
health care to open the door for pork
barrel politics. 

Above all, $2.4 billion in extra cuts 
would mean we are willing to put the 
lives of our military personnel at 
greater risk in future conflicts. We 
have no right to do that. 

Vote "no" on the Frank amendment. 
Mr. BROWDER. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 30 seconds to the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. BISHOP]. 

Mr. BISHOP. Mr. Chairman, I rise re
luctantly to oppose the Frank amend
ment. 

Cutting the 1995 defense budget by 
$2.5 billion, as proposed in the amend
ment, cannot be made without serious 
disruptions. 

The demands on the Department of 
Defense for peacekeeping, disaster re
lief, environmental cleanup continue 
to increase while defense resources de
crease, exacerbating the impact of any 
additional cut to defense. 

There are no easy cu ts left. The 
choice is either to cripple readiness or 
debilitate the modernization program. 
Maintaining readiness of our forces is 
the first priority, and we have got to 
maintain it. 

I submit that we must oppose the 
Frank amendment. 

Mr. BROWDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 15 seconds to the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. SLATTERY]. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 15 seconds to the 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. SLAT
TERY]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Kansas is recognized for 30 sec
onds. 

Mr. SLATTERY. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank my friend , the gentleman from 
Massachusetts , and my friend, the gen
tleman from Alabama, for yielding me 
this time. 

I rise in opposition to the Frank 
amendment. I do so because it was the 
Commander-in-Chief, our President, 
who spoke to all of us earlier this year 
who said it is time for us to draw the 
line on further defense cuts. 

As far as I am concerned, it is the 
Commander-in-Chief who has the re
sponsibility to defend American inter
ests around this dangerous world, and 
it is critically important for us not to 
undermine the judgment of the Presi
dent of the United States in terms of 
what his needs are to defend this coun
try. 

So I urge my colleagues to oppose the 
Frank amendment and to support the 
committee position on defense spend
ing. 

Mr. BROWDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 15 seconds to the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. HUTTO], chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Readiness. 

Mr. HUTTO. Mr. Chairman, as chair
man of the Readiness Subcommittee, I 
can tell you if we are going to have 
this tremendous drawdown, we are 
going to have to have ready forces. We 
cannot, if we have this kind of cut. 

We have to give them the proper ops 
tempo, the number of flying hours, the 
steaming hours, the tank hours that 
they need. The drawdown is already 
too severe. 

If we are going to have a strong na
tional defense, we cannot tolerate this 
kind of cut. 

Please, vote "no" on this amend
ment. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself the remainder 
of my time. 

First, I have to differ with my friend, 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. STEN
HOLM]. He has been a consistent and 
principal supporter of deficit reduc
tion. When he said the amendment I 
am offering does not guarantee defense 
reduction, he was right, but I must say 
I think he overspoke when he sug
gested that it was unrelated to deficit 
reduction. 

You cannot in the budget resolution 
repeal statutory caps. I concede that. 
What I can do is to do away with budg
et authority. Budget authority is what 
this process cedes to the appropriations 
committees to make binding future 
spending commitments. When you re
duce budget authority by $2.4 billion, 
as this does, you take away $2.4 billion 
in future spending commitments. 

That is why the National Taxpayers' 
Union and Citizens Against Govern
ment Waste have endorsed this, be
cause it greatly advances the cause of 
deficit reduction. 

Let us now talk about the reductions 
that have already held. Several Mem
bers here eloquently refuted a state- · 
ment that no one has made. No one has 
suggested that there have not been 
cuts in defense spending. The question 
is: Have they been appropriate? 

Yes, there have been cuts in defense 
spending. Partly that is because during 
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the early 1980's, when we had a Com
mander in Chief named Ronald Reagan, 
defense spending was bloated. Beyond 
that, however, there has been a change 
in the reality that the Defense Depart
ment confronts. 

I guess I should have had some 
charts. I would have had one chart 
which would have talked about reduc
tions in the Warsaw Pact threat, ex
cept the chart would have gone down 
into the first floor. 

Ten years ago we were told that one 
of the major reasons we were spending 
money in defense was to prevent the 
Eastern Europeans behind the Soviet 
Union in a land invasion of Western 
Europe. NATO was created for that. We 
were spending tens and tens of billions 
of dollars to protect Western Europe 
against an attack in which the Soviet 
Union led the Warsaw Pact countries 
to the West. 

There is no Soviet Union. There is no 
Warsaw Pact. And several of those 
countries do not exist anymore. 

No agency of the Federal Govern
ment has seen external reality change 
for the better as much as the Defense 
Department. 

Yes, there are threats in the world. 
But let us not pretend they are new. 
People said, "Well, we have these other 
threats, Iraq and Iran." Iraq and Iran 
are menacing countries, but they are 
not new. What were Iraq and Iran in 
1984? Disney World? 

There has been a substantial drop in 
the nature of the threat we face. The 
capacity of the Soviet Union to damage 
us in nuclear war has been substan
tially diminished, al though not totally 
abolished, and the Warsaw Pact has 
completely disappeared. The signifi
cant threat is gone. 

So, of course, we have made some re
ductions. It would have been nuts not 
to. 

The question is: Have we made 
enough? People say, "Well, there is a 
shortfall in defense." No doubt from 
the standpoint of the people who run 
that agency, there is a shortfall, but 
we have got some other shortfalls. We 
have a shortfall in police protection in 
this country. We have promised and 
promised and promised again more po
lice protection, but you will spend it up 
when the Pentagon says, " We need it 
first." 

We have shortfalls in education, 
shortfalls in health research at the 
NIH, shortfalls in environmental clean
up, shortfalls in health care for people. 
Yes, there are shortfalls. 

The nature of Government in a time 
of limited resources is to try to do the 
best you can to deal with shortfalls, 
but there are people here who get 
scared politically and who will tell you 
that the one area where we must im
munize them against the threat of 
shortfall is the Pentagon. 

Where we are talking national de
fense, that is one thing. But we are 

talking more than national defense. We 
are talking about the greatest charity 
program in the history of the world, 
the one by which the taxpayers of the 
United States subsidize again and 
again and again the richest nations in 
the world in Western Europe. 

Our Western European allies spend a 
small fraction of what we spend as a 
percentage of national wealth, but that 
is because there are people in this body 
who believe it is somehow the Amer
ican taxpayer's obligation to subsidize 
France, Norway, Belgium, Germany, 
Italy, and other countries, because sub
sidize them we do. 

They will cut their military budgets. 
They will provide greater services for 
their own people. And we will take up 
the slack for them. 

No one doubts that we are by far the 
strongest Nation in the world with a 
considerable margin of superiority over 
everyone else. Of course, we should be. 
The question is whether we will con
tinue when the rest of the world gets 
richer and when the threat gets small
er to spend disproportionately on de
fense. 

There are plenty of places in this 
function that they can find $2.4 billion. 
We have intelligence. The intelligence 
agencies are the only ones who, when 
they screw up, say they need more 
money. When they do not do well, that 
is an argument for giving them more 
money. 

We have the burdensharing where we 
carry Western Europe. We have weap
ons systems there. And is it a coinci
dence, or was there a high correlation 
between those who came and spoke for 
the budget and those who have defense 
money spent in their districts? 

D 1750 
Now, the Defense Department, like 

any other department, has a mission 
and it also has goodies to hand out. It 
also has people who benefit from it. 
Some of my friends on the other side 
talked again about the jobs we would 
lose. One of the great inconsistencies 
in this country is that conservatives 
who tell you that the Government is a 
detractor from jobs, the Government 
hurts the economy, when the Govern
ment spends, it doesn't hurt anything
except for defense. Where defense is 
concerned, suddenly they become Har
old Ickes's and Harry Hopkins. De
fense, for them, is the WP A. 

Defense spending ought to be treated 
the same as any other. Yes, it has 
dropped some from the days when it 
was way too high, but the threat has 
also dropped. If we do this for the De
fense Department today, it comes ei
ther out of the deficit or out of other 
domestic programs. I think that is an 
unnecessary restriction to place upon 
ourselves. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Alabama [Mr. BROWDER] has 2 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. BROWDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the balance of my time to the 
majority leader, the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. GEPHARDT], who will 
urge our Members to support the budg
et resolution recommended by the 
President and the Committee on the 
Budget. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Chairman and 
members of the committee, I rise with 
great respect of the author of this 
amendment and the argument he has 
made. On many occasions I have voted 
with him on issues like this because of 
my belief that we have had to cut our 
defense budget because we live in a dif
ferent world today than we lived in a 
few years ago. 

But I also believe that we have to 
pay attention to our President, who 
has made a decision and asked us to 
stand behind that decision. I would 
read from his letter, which has prob
ably been read from before, where he 
said on March 9: 

As I pointed out in my State of the Union 
Address, I am fully committed to the prin
ciple that our military must be the best 
equipped, best trained, and the best prepared 
in the world. My fiscal year 1995 defense 
budget was based on a careful, bottom-up re
view of our defense requirements. It funds 
the forces required to meet our national de
fense strategy. 

I think we should stick with that 
judgment. I understand and sympathize 
with many of the arguments that have 
been made. I think that not only be
cause our strategists in the Pentagon 
feel we have to be prepared to fight a 
war or Ph wars or whatever it is, but 
because I think in the world we are in 
we are beginning to take on a lot of 
peacekeeping responsibilities. We have 
been peacekeeping in Somalia, we have 
peacekeepers in Somalia. We have 
peacekeepers in Macedonia. We are 
likely to have some more there. We are 
likely to have some more in Bosnia if 
we can get a peace treaty in Bosnia. We 
are likely to be committing peace
keepers in the Middle East if we are 
fortunate enough to get a treaty in the 
Middle East. 

It is a new world, but it is not a 
world that is without danger and it is 
not a world without needs for us to 
keep the peace. That takes defense dol
lars as well as dollars in other areas. 

I urge Members to consider all of this 
as they vote on this amendment. I 
think what the Budget Committee did 
was appropriate. I think what the 
President asked for was right, and I 
hope the Members will stick with the 
President's budget, and I reluctantly 
speak against my friend's amendment. 

Mrs. LLOYD. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong 
opposition to the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Massachusetts. 

My colleagues, I am a member of the 
Armed Services Committee. Over the years I 
have become intimately familiar with the is
sues surrounding our national defense. I have 
studied programs affecting readiness, person
nel, and acquisition. We on the committee 
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have attempted to change our defense budget 
priorities to reflect the end of the cold war and 
the changing threats that we may face. 

The administration also has presented Con
gress with its view of defense spending and 
posture for the next 5 years. Defense spend
ing is being cut significantly. I have expressed 
concerns that we may be cutting too much too 
fast. But I really must caution the membership 
against supporting any further cuts beyond the 
5-year plan envisioned by the administration in 
the bottom-up review. We are pushing the en
velope here. 

The Frank amendment cuts $2.5 billion from 
our defense budget for fiscal year 1995. This 
is beyond the cuts asked for by the adminis
tration or the Budget Committee and clearly 
beyond any good judgment. 

Mr. Chairman, we on the committee are 
about half way through our budget hearings. 
We have heard from all the services. If one 
walks away from those hearings with anything, 
it is the notion that we are getting perilously 
close to the hollow force of the 1970's. Readi
ness and operations and maintenance is being 
called into question. Make no mistake about it, 
this type of budget situation has a direct im
pact on the men and women who serve in the 
military. We have a responsibility to provide 
these men and women with the best equip
ment, training, and benefits we can. The Frank 
amendment and any further cuts, I believe, 
jeopardizes that commitment. 

My colleagues, sadly, we continue to have 
a problem with sexual harassment in the mili
tary. Efforts so far to remedy this situation 
have fallen short. Further resources may be 
needed to develop the type of programs that 
will educate the military about this issue and 
hopefully eradicate sexual harassment of any 
kind from the military. I could go on and on 
about other areas that need funding to keep 
the military at a minimum level of readiness. 

Please vote "no" on the Frank amendment. 
Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 

strong support of the Frank amendment to the 
budget resolution. 

We've all seen the graphs and heard the 
figures-next year the United States plans to 
spend as much on defense as the rest of the 
world combined, over $260 billion. In real dol
lars that's more than Richard Nixon's adminis
tration spent on defense at the very height of 
the cold war 20 years ago. Today the Soviet 
Union is gone and the Russian military is only 
a shadow of its former self. The Pentagon, 
however, insists that it still needs as much 
money as it had when the Soviet threat was 
real. The bottom-up review starts from the 
premise that the United States must be able to 
fight two Gulf War type conflicts simulta
neously. Even given that dubious assumption, 
I fail to understand why this country must 
spend 23 times more than Iraq and North 
Korea combined. 

I also find specious the argument that we 
must vote this increase to offset the pay raise 
that Congress mandated last year. The size of 
the military is decreasing-and many experts 
argue that we should downsize as much as 25 
percent. 

Mr. Chairman, three decades ago President 
Eisenhower warned the American people 
against the "conjunction of an immense mili
tary establishment and a large arms industry" 

and "the acquisition of unwarranted influenc.e 
* * * by the military-industrial complex." His 
warning is one we should be heeding, espe
cially at a time when our national security in
terests need to involve deficit reduction as a 
high priority. Congress courageously took the 
first important steps along that path last year, 
and now is no time to backtrack. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex
pired. 

The question is on the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute offered by 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. FRANK]. 

The question was taken; and the 
chairman announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 105, noes 313, 
not voting 20 as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Barca 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Berman 
Blackwell 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Cardin 
Clayton 
Collins (MI) 
Conyers 
Coyne 
Danner 
de Lugo (VI) 
DeFazio 
Dellums 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Frank (MA) 
Furse 
Gordon 
Hamburg 

Allard 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Bacchus (FL) 
Bachus (AL) 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Bliley 

[Roll No. 51) 

AYES-105 
Hinchey 
Hoke 
Inslee 
Jacobs 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnston 
Kennedy 
Kil dee 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klug 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Leach 
Lewis (GA) 
Maloney 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
McDermott 
McKinney 
Meehan 
Mfume 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Morella 
Nadler 
Neal (MA) 
Norton (DC) 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Olver 
Owens 
Payne (NJ) 
Penny 

NOES-313 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Byrne 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cantwell 
Carr 
Castle 
Chapman 

Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Po shard 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Slaughter 
Stark 
Stokes 
Studds 
Synar 
Towns 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 
Zimmer 

Clay 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coleman 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
Darden 
de la Garza 
Deal 
De Lauro 
De Lay 
Derrick 
Deutsch 

Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Dunn 
Edwards (TX) 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Everett 
Ewing 
Faleomavaega 

(AS) 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Fields (TX) 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Geren · 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Hall(OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Herger 
Hilliard 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Huffington 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Is took 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E.B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 

Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Brooks 
Collins (IL) 
Crane 
Dooley 
Edwards (CA) 

Kennelly 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Klink 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kreidler 
Ky! 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Lehman 
Levin 
Levy 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Machtley 
Mann 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McCandless 
Mccloskey 
McColl um 
McCrery 
Mccurdy 
McDade 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKeon 
McNulty 
Meek 
Menendez 
Meyers 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (FL) 
Mineta 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Neal (NC) 
Obey 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Paxon 
Payne (VA) 
Peterson (FL) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
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Reed 
Regula 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Romero-Barcelo 

(PR) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Rowland 
Royce 
Sabo 
Santorum 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schenk 
Schiff 
Scott 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Sn owe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Swift 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurrrian 
Torkildsen 
Torres 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Underwood (GU) 
Valentine 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 

NOT VOTING-20 

Ford (TN) 
Gallo 
Gutierrez 
Hastings 
Kopetski 
Lewis (CA) 
McMillan 

Miller (CA) 
Natcher 
Pelosi 
Reynolds 
Torricelli 
Washington 
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Messrs. OBERST AR, STOKES, and 
HOKE changed there vote from "no" to 
"aye." 

So the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 
consider Amendment No. 2 printed in 
House Report 103-42.9. 

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 
OFFERED BY MR. SOLOMON 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des
ignate this amendment in the nature of 
a substitute. 

The text of the amendment in the na
ture of a substitute is as follows: 

Amendment in the nature of a substitute 
offered by Mr. SOLOMON: 

Strike all after the resolving clause and in
sert the following: 
SECTION 1. CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON THE 

BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 1995. 
The Congress determines and declares that 

this resolution is the concurrent resolution 
on the budget for fiscal year 1995, including 
the appropriate budgetary levels for fiscal 
years 1996, 1997, 1998, and 1999, as required by 
section 301 of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974. 
SEC. 2. RECOMMENDED LEVELS AND AMOUNTS. 

The following budgetary levels are appro
priate for the fiscal years beginning on Octo
ber 1, 1994, October 1, 1995, October 1, 1996, 
October 1, 1997, and October 1, 1998: 

(1) The recommended levels of Federal rev-
enues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1995: $977 ,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $1 ,031,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $1 ,079,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $1,136,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $1,190,200,000,000. 

and the amounts by which the aggregate lev
els of Federal revenues should be increased 
are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1995: SO. 
Fiscal year 1996: $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: $0. 

and the amounts for Federal Insurance Con
tributions Act revenues for hospital insur
ance within the recommended levels of Fed
eral revenues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1995: $100,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $106,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $111,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $117 ,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $123,700,000,000. 
(2) The appropriate levels of total new 

budget authority are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1995: $1,185,600,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $1,215,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $1,255,700,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $1,313,900,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $1,360,100,000. 
(3) The appropriate levels of total budget 

outlays are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1995: $1,187 ,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $1,183,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $1,218,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $1,245,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $1 ,288,700,000,000. 
(4) The amounts of the deficits are as fol

lows: 
Fiscal year 1995: $209,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $151,400,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1997: $140,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $108,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $98,100,000,000. 
(5) The appropriate levels of the public 

debt are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1995: $4,939,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $5,200,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $5,453,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $5,862,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $6,193,900,000,000. 
(6) The appropriate levels of total Federal 

credit activity for the fiscal years beginning 
on October 1, 1994, October 1, 1995, October 1, 
1996, October 1, 1997, and October 1, 1998, are 
as follows: 

Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$26. 000. 000. 000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $196,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$30,400,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments. $170,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$31,900,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $160,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$33,700,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $159,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$35,900,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $160,800,000,000. 
SEC. 3. MAJOR FUNCTIONAL CATEGORIES. 

The Congress determines and declares that 
the appropriate levels of new budget author
ity, budget outlays, new direct loan obliga
tions, new primary loan guarantee commit
ments, and new secondary loan guarantee 
commitments for fiscal years 1995 through 
1999 for each major functional category are: 

(1) National Defense (050): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $263,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $270,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $255,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $261,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $252,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $256,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $258,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $256,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority , $265,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $257,400,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
(2) International Affairs (150): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $16,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,900,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $17,000,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $14,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $17,500,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments. $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $14,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,600,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $17,500,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $14,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $17,500,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $14,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $17,000,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(3) General Science, Space, and Technology 

(250): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, SO. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

·ments, SO. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,400,000,000 . 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
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Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(4) Energy (270): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $4,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $4,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $4,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $4,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $3,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $4,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $2,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $3,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $2,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(5) Natural Resources and Environment 

(300): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $18,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $20,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $18,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $20,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $16,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $16,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit
ments, $0. 

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(6) Agriculture (350) : 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $11,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $11,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$9,900,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $6,300,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $8,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$8,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $4,600,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $10,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $8,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$8,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $4,600,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $10,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $8,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$8,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $4,600,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $10,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $9,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$8,800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $4,600,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(7) Commerce and Housing Credit (370): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$10,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $117,900,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $130,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $4,650,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$13,050,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $103,100,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $110 ,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $3,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$6,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $95,900,000,000. 

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $110,000,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $3,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$6,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $96,600,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $110,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $3,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$5,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $99,500,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $110,000,000,000. 
(8) Transportation (400): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $32,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $33,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $33,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $34,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $34,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $34,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $36,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $34,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $37,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $35,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(9) Community and Regional Development 

(450): . 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $14,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $2,800,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $2,800,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $10,400,000,000. 
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(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,000,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $2,800,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $9,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,000,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $2,800,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $9,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,000,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $2,800,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(10) Education, Training, Employment, and 

Social Services (500): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $50,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $50,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$5 ,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $19,200,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $49,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $47,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$11,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $14,400,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $50,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $48,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$13,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $13,600,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

men ts, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $51,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $49,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$15,100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $12,700,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $51,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $50,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$16,900,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan · guarantee commit

ments, $11,600,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(11) Health (550): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $118,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $118,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $400,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $124,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $123,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit
ments, $400,000,000. 

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, SO. 

Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $131,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $130,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $400,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments. $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $140,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $138,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations. $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $151,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $149,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations. $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(12) Medicare (570): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $162,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $151,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $180,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $153,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations. $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $198,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $167,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $217,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $179,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations. $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $242,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $193,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments. $0. 
(13) Income Security (600): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $207,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $213,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $208,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $210,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $217,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $218,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations. $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments. $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $232,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $220,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $228,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $229,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(14) Social Security (650): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $9,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $9,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $8,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $11,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $9.000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee ~ommit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(15) Veterans Benefits and Services (700): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $36,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $36,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,300,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $32,900,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

men ts, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $36,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S34,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations. 

$1,300,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $27,400,000,000. 
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(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $36,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $36,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,300,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $25,800,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $35,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $35,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $25,600,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $35,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $35,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $25,300,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
(16) Administration of Justice (750): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, SO. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $14,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments. $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(17) General Government (800): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $11,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments. $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $11,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $11,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $10,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $11,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, SO. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $10,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S9,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(18) Net Interest (900): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $242,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $242,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $258,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $258,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $266,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $266,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, SO. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $273,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $273,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $285,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $285,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
(19) Allowances (920): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, -$11,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$4,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, -$13,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, - S9,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit

ments, SO. 

Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, -$13,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -Sll,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

men ts, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, -$14,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$12,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, SO. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, -$14,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, - $13,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(20) Undistributed Offsetting Receipts (950): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, -$36,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, - $36,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, -$30,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$30,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, - $30,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$30,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, SO. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, -$31,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$31,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, -$32,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$32,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0 . 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, SO. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
SEC. 5. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING 

BASELINES. 
(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds that-
(1) the baseline budget shows the likely 

course of Federal revenues and spending if 
policies remain unchanged; 

(2) baseline budgeting has given rise to the 
practice of calculating policy changes from 
inflated spending levels; and 

(3) the baseline concept has been misused 
to portray policies that would simply slow 
down the increase in spending as spending 
reductions. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.-It is the sense of 
the Congress that-

(1) the President should submit a budget 
that compares proposed spending levels for 
the budget year with the current year; and 

(2) the starting point for deliberations on a 
budget resolution should be the current year. 
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SEC. 6. ADJUSTMENT OF PAY-AS-YOU-GO SCORE

CARD. 
It is the sense of the Congress that upon 

enactment of a reconciliation bill pursuant 
to section 4, the Director of the Office of 
Management and Budget shall reduce the 
balances of direct spending and receipts leg
islation applicable to each fiscal year under 
section 252 of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 by an 
amount equal to the ·net change in the defi
cit achieved through the enactment in that 
Act of direct spending and receipts legisla
tion for that year. 
SEC. 7. SPENDING REDUCTIONS. 

Nothing in this concurrent resolution on 
the budget commits the Congress to making 
the specific spending reductions used as as
sumptions in deriving the appropriate budg
etary levels in this concurrent resolution, 
with the full understanding that the Con
gress may make comparable spending reduc
tions in other areas to arrive at the same ap
propriate budgetary levels. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. SOLOMON] will be recognized for 30 
minutes, and a Member opposed, the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. SABO] 
will be recognized for 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON]. 

MODIFICATION TO AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE 
OF A SUBSTITUTE OFFERED BY MR. SOLOMON 
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent to modify the Solo
mon amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, reserving 
the right to object, and I will not ob
ject, I do so in order that the gen
tleman from New York may explain his 
modification. 

D 1820 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, because the Con
gressional Budget Office was unable to 
complete scoring of the Solomon sub
stitute and others, we were unable to 
have the exact figures we have. We had 
plugs in what we had offered. We are 
now asking to have the corrections 
submitted at the desk. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw 
my reservation of objection. 

The text of the amendment in the na
ture of a substitute, as modified, of
fered by Mr. SOLOMON, is as follows: 

Modification to amendment in the nature 
of a substitute offered by Mr. SOLOMON: 

Strike all after the resolving clause and in
sert the following: 
SECTION 1. CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON THE 

BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 1995. 
The Congress determines and declares that 

this resolution is the concurrent resolution 
on the budget for fiscal year 1995, including 
the appropriate budgetary levels for fiscal 
years 1996, 1997, 1998, and 1999, as required by 
section 301 of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974. 
SEC. 2. RECOMMENDED LEVELS AND AMOUNTS. 

The following budgetary levels are appro
priate for the fiscal years beginning on Octo
ber 1, 1994, October 1, 1995, October 1, 1996, 
October 1, 1997, and October 1, 1998: 

(1) The recommended levels of Federal rev-
enues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1995: $975,683,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $1,028,844,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $1,079,570,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $1,136,278,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $1,190,049,000,000. 

and the amounts by which the aggregate lev
els of Federal revenues should be increased 
are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1995: $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: $0. 

and the amounts for Federal Insurance Con
tributions Act revenues for hospital insur
ance within the recommended levels of Fed
eral revenues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1995: $100,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $106,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $111,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $117 ,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $123,700,000,000. 
(2) The appropriate levels of total new 

budget authority are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1995: $1,154,722,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $1,176,157,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $1,222,353,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $1,279,873,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $1,324,885,000,000. 
(3) The appropriate levels of total budget 

outlays are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1995: $1,176,773,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $1 ,173,966,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $1,211,781,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $1,239,458,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $1,281,851,000,000. 
(4) The amounts of the deficits are as fol-

lows: 
Fiscal year 1995: $201,090,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $145,122,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $132,211,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $103,180,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $91,802,000,000. 
(5) The appropriate levels of the public 

debt are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1995: $4,924,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $5,150,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: $5,363,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: $5,547 ,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: $5,713,800,000,000. 
(6) The appropriate levels of total Federal 

credit activity for the fiscal years beginning 
on October 1, 1994, October 1, 1995, October 1, 
1996, October 1, 1997, and October 1, 1998, are 
as follows: 

Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$26 '000 '000. 000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $196,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$30,400,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $170,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$31,900,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $160,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$33, 700,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $159,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$35. 900 '000 '000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $160,800,000,000. 

SEC. 3. MAJOR FUNCTIONAL CATEGORIES. 
The Congress determines and declares that 

the appropriate levels of new budget author
ity, budget outlays, new direct loan obliga
tions, new primary loan guarantee commit
ments, and new secondary loan guarantee 
commitments for fiscal years 1995 through 
1999 for each major functional category are: 

(1) National Defense (050): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $267,433,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $274,301,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $260,977,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $267,033,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $259,878,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $263,928,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $267,416,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $265,068,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $275,866,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $266,899,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(2) International Affairs (150): 
Fiscal year 1995: . 
(A) New budget authority, $13,260,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $16,299,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,900,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $17,000,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $10,177,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,613,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $17,500,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,604,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,404,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,600,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $17,500,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $8,890,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $11,346,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $17,500,000,000. 
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(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $8,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $10,630,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $17,000,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(3) General Science, Space, and Technology 

(250): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $14,666,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,601,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $14,655,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $14,734,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $14,946,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $14,770,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $14,935,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $14,942,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,223,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,131,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(4) Energy (270): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $3,294,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $2,551,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $3,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $2,529,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $2,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $1,848,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $1,885,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $629,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, 
$1,500,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit
ments, $0. 

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $1,453,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $381,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit

men ts, $0. 
(5) Natural Resources and Environment 

(300): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $14,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $18,729,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $14,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $16,691,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $11,899,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,998,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $12,258,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,244,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $11,853,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $11,784,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(6) Agriculture (350): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $7,734,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $7,722,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$9,900,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $6,300,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, -$254,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$1,408,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$8,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $4,600,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $3,829,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $2,590,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$8,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $4,600,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $4,275,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $2,488,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$8,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $4,600,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $3,484,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $2,397,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$8,800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $4,600,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(7) Commerce and Housing Credit (370): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $3,537,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $-11,074,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $117,900,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $130,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $935,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $-14,664,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $103,100,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $110,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $-238,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $- 8,215,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $95,900,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $110,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $-779,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S-8,506,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $96,600,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $110,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $-1,139,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $-7,888,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $99,500,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $110,000,000,000. 
(8) Transportation (400): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $28,110,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $30,831,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $28,747,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $30,537,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $29,932,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $30,037,000,000. 



4422 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE March 10, 1994 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $31 ,379,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $30,069,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $31,810,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $30,007,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(9) Community and Regional Development 

(450): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $8,321,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,941,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $2,800,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $8,474,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,049,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $2,800,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $8,577,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $9,863,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,000,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, S2,800,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $8,260,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S9,203,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

S2,000,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, S2,800,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, S9,032,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $9,156,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

S2,000,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $2,800,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit

ments, SO. 
(10) Education, Training, Employment, and 

Social Services (500): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, S50,304,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $50,670,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$5,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $19,200,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $49,551,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $47 ,677 ,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

Sll,500,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit
ments, S14,400,000,000. 

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, SO. 

Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, S50,441,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S48,689,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

S13,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, S13,600,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $51,921,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $50,576,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

S15,100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, Sl2,700,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $53,883,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $52,537,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

S16,900,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, Sll,600,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
(11) Health (550): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, S118,701,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S118,116,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, S400,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, S122,861,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S121,787,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $400,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $130,082,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S128,786,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $400,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $138,587,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S137 ,091,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $149,089,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S147,493,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(12) Medicare (570): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $161,599,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S153,661,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $178,555,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $167 ,028,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $196,607,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, SlS0,463,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, S215,309,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S193,254,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0 . 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $238,147,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $202,479,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(13) Income Security (600): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $197,875,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $207,863,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $201,872,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $207,237,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $211,513,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $215,134,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, SO. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $227,128,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $218,039,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $224,967,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $227,998,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. · 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
(14) Social Security (650): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,760,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S9,360,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, SO. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,255,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $9,355,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
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(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $8,250,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $11,450,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $8,940,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,240,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,730,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,030,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

men ts, $0. 
(15) Veterans Benefits and Services (700): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $36,388,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $36,413,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,300,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $32,900,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $36,058,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $34,772,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,300,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $27,400,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $36,030,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $36,174,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,300,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $25,800,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $35,939,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $35,921,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $25,600,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $35,724,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $35,906,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $25,300,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(16) Administration of Justice (750): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,491,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,830,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,461,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,692,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,428,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,241,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,693,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,478,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $14,155,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,274,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(17) General Government (800): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $10,260,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $11,742,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,870,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $10,710,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,339,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $9,947,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $8,775,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $9,077,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $8,421,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $8,216,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(18) Net Interest (900): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $245,763,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $245,763,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $261,542,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $261,542,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 

(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, $270,219,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $270,219,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, $277,157,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $277,157,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, $283.663,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $283,063,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $8. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(19) Allowances (920): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, -$13,097,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, - $5,161,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, -$15,625,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$11,248,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, -$15,789,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$13,795,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, -$16,395,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$15,154,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, 

-$16,976,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, - $15,932,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(20) UnJistributed Offsetting Receipts (950): 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, -$36,385,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, - $36,385,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, -$31,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$31,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
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Fiscal year 1997: 
(A) New budget authority, -$30,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$30,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, SO. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1998: 
(A) New budget authority, -$31,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$31,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, SO. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1999: 
(A) New budget authority, -$32,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$32,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, SO. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee commit

ments, SO. 
SEC. 5. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING 

BASELINES. 
(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds that--
(1) the baseline budget shows the likely 

course of Federal revenues and spending if 
policies remain unchanged; 

(2) baseline budgeting has given rise to the 
practice of calculating policy changes from 
inflated spending levels; and 

(3) the baseline concept has been misused 
to portray policies that would simply slow 
down the increase in spending as spending 
reductions. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.-It is the sense of 
the Congress that--

(1) the President should submit a budget 
that compares proposed spending levels for 
the budget year with the current year; and 

(2) the starting point for deliberations on a 
budget resolution should be the current year. 
SEC. 6. ADJUSTMENT OF PAY-AS-YOU-GO SCORE· 

CARD. 
It is the sense of the Congress that upon 

enactment of a reconciliation bill pursuant 
to section 4, the Director of the Office of 
Management and Budget shall reduce the 
balances of direct spending and receipts leg
islation applicable to each fiscal year under 
section 252 of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 by an 
amount equal to the net change in the defi
cit achieved through the enactment in that 
Act of direct spending and receipts legisla
tion for that year. 
SEC. 7. SPENDING REDUCTIONS. 

Nothing in this concurrent resolution on 
the budget commits the Congress to making 
the specific spending reductions used as as
sumptions in deriving the appropriate budg
etary levels in this concurrent resolution, 
with the full understanding that the Con
gress may make comparable spending reduc
tions in other areas to arrive at the same ap
propriate budgetary levels. 

" (5) the Federal government should sus
pend regulations mandating compliance with 
federal statutes that result in direct costs to 
state and local governments until reimburse
ment for these costs are provided by the Fed
eral government.'' 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
TORRES). Without objection, the 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute offered by the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. SOLOMON] is modified. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as l may consume. 
In just 1 hour from now this Congress 

is going to have the opportunity to live 

up to your rhetoric and, for the first 
time in many years, actually vote for a 
balanced budget. 

Mr. Chairman, this country is drown
ing in a sea of red ink that has literally 
turned this great country into a debtor 
nation; where the accumulated debt 
has grown so large-a debt incidently 
owned by mostly foreign nations-the 
interest on which is now larger than 
the amount we spend on our military 
budget. 

Mr. Chairman, the Democrat budget 
before us today does noting to stop this 

-hemorrhaging red ink, adding almost 
$200 billion a year to this unconscion
able deficit. 

Mr. Chairman, the balanced budget 
we present to you today stops that def
icit spiral, and actually produces a sur
plus that begins to pay off the debt in 
the year 1999, 2000, and 20001. 

Mr. Chairman, this balanced budget 
contains more than 500 specific cuts to
talling more than $600 billion. . 

To build this consensus balanced 
budget, we included recommendations 
and suggestions from: the Concord Coa
lition, the Grace Commission, the Con
gressional Budget Office, Citizens 
Against Government Waste, Individual 
Member Initiatives, National Tax
payers' Union, Heritage Foundation, 
The Porkbusters Coalition, and many 
others. 

Mr. Chairman, during the recent Sen
ate debate on the balanced budget 
amendment, President Clinton, OMB 
Director Leon Panetta, (in twisting 
arms to vote against it), made the 
point that we don't need a balanced 
budget amendment. 

What we need is a Congress willing to 
vote for a balanced budget. 

Well Members, Congress is going to 
get their chance to do just that today. 

Other critics and Members-includ
ing Senate Majority Leader GEORGE 
MITCHELL-claimed that you could not 
balance the budget without dipping 
into the Social Security retirement 
trust fund, slashing earned benefits for 
veterans and without raising taxes. 

Well, that kind of rhetorical scare 
tactic was wrong too and we prove it 
with this balanced budget. 

This balanced budget does not touch 
the Social Security retirement fund. 
It does not cut a dime from veterans 

benefits. 
It does not raise taxes. 
And, instead of decimating the de

fense budget, it actually restores about 
$50 billion in cuts proposed by Presi
dent Clinton. 

Mr. Chairman, in this budget, every
one will be asked to tighten their belts, 
including Congress itself. 

Our budget is tough medicine. It cuts 
congressional spending by 25 percent. 

Cuts White House spending by 25 per
cent. 

Consolidates departments like En
ergy and Interior. 

Terminates many Federal commis
sions. 

Eliminates programs like the space 
station. 

Privatizes programs like NOAA. 
Contracts out items like the U.S. 

Printing Office. 
Eliminates 90 percent of crop sub

sidies. 
Bars financial assistance to illegal 

aliens. 
Merges job training programs. 
Sells off the governments direct loan 

portfolio to the private sector. 
And, in all of this belt tightening, 

which touches every branch of Govern
ment, we only cut spending by a mere 
31/2 percent yet we manage to balance 
the Federal budget. 

Is a 3112 percent cut over five years 
too much to ask of this Congress? 

Well we think not and the American 
people think not. 

And we are asking Congress to sum
mon the courage to vote for this bal
anced budget today. 

The buck stops here, ladies and gen
tlemen. 

No longer can we blame past or 
present Presidents for the deficit crisis. 

We can only blame ourselves if we 
fail to vote for a truly balanced budget 
today. 

Budget Committee members in the 
other body, over in the Senate, have re
viewed this balanced budget that we 
have before Members here today. They 
are so impressed that they have scored 
it and have printed it as a working doc
ument, which I have right here in front 
of me. They are going to use this work
ing document. I would expect them to 
present this in the other body as the 
official Republican substitute, a bal
anced budget, which the American peo
ple insist on. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

As I understand it, the gentleman's 
amendment increases defense spending 
about 50 billion beyond the President's 
projections over the next 5 years. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SABO. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, that 
is correct. 

Mr. SABO. And makes no reductions 
in Social Security? 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will continue to yield, that 
is correct. 

Mr. SABO. And then $600 billion else
where? 

Mr. SOLOMON. With one qualifica
tion. As most Members know, the Ka
sich budget, which is the official Re
publican alternative, which I am sup
porting, is a part of this Solomon bal
anced budget task force substitute. 

What we have simply done , so every 
Member understands, we have removed 
all the tax cutting provisions out of 
the Republican alternative. 
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Mr. SABO. Which provisions? 
Mr. SOLOMON. All of the tax cutting 

provisions out of the Republican alter
native. And then we have added an ad
ditional $300 billion-plus in spending 
cuts, which we have itemized and have 
passed out to all Members. That is how 
we arrived at this official figure, which 
I have just given the gentleman, which 
indicates we are reducing the deficit 
over the 5-year period by $698 billion, 
over the 5-year period, leaving a sur
plus in the fifth year, 1999, a surplus of 
$8 billion. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I am curi
ous what the gentleman is doing with 
farm programs, because as we read the 
budget, in 1996, it produces a billion 
four of revenue to the Federal Govern
ment. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I 
would say to the gentleman that we do 
not touch any of the agricultural pro
grams other than what is in the Kasich 
budget, except we eliminate the CCC, 
the Commodity Credit Corporation. We 
eliminate all of it but the milk price 
supports, which certain members of the 
task force did not feel was a commod
ity crop program. 

Mr. SABO. But I am curious, the Ag 
programs end up making money for us 
in 1996. 

Mr. SOLOMON. If that is the case, we 
show that as a revenue in our budget. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SABO. I yield to the gentleman 
from Kansas. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to ask the gentleman, what 
he is saying is, he cut out all farm pro
grams affecting wheat, corn, rice, cot
ton, tobacco, everything. For whatever 
reason, we leave dairy alone in this 
program, and the dairy program also 
on occasion costs the Government 
some money. 

I support it, but I do not understand, 
for the life of me, why the gentleman 
wants to say to the wheat farmer, the 
corn farmer, the rice farmer, the cot
ton farmer and all of the other farmers 
in the country that they are going to 
suffer. And by the way, they are in 
bleak economic times, as it is. 

The removal of these programs will 
probably throw thousands of farmers , if 
not ten of thousands, into bankruptcy. 
But the gentleman leaves the dairy 
farmer alone. 

D 1830 
Mr. SOLOMON. The gentleman raises 

a very, very good concern. As a matter 
of fact , when I mentioned that we had 
taken all of the recommendations by 
the Grace Commission, the Concord 
Commission, et cetera, we had over a 
trillion dollars in cuts, and included in 
that was a recommendation to do away 
with the dairy as well and a lot of 
other things. They had a recommenda
tion, for instance, to raise the Medi
care qualifications from 65 to 67 years. 

That was dropped. The dairy was 
dropped. If we had had the votes, we 
could have kept it all in, but we were 
unable to do that. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Just 1 additional 
second, if the gentleman will yield. 

Mr. SABO. I am happy to yield to the 
gentleman from Kansas. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. First of all, I com
pliment the gentleman from New York. 
He at least comes up with something 
that makes real proposals. I disagree 
with most of them, but there is at least 
some intellectual honesty in here. 

The problem with his proposals is 
that it will throw, just this one piece of 
it, vast portions of rural America into 
cataclysm. With no advanced warning 
the gentleman is removing the entire 
safety net that the government pro
vides for crops in this country, and 
that will produce a great deal of havoc 
for the people who rely on food and 
fiber in America, and for that reason 
alone I would ask Members to vote 
against the amendment. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Will the gentleman 
yield further? 

Mr. SABO. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Because of that very 
concern, because there are a lot of 
things in here that I do not like, one of 
them, for instance, is privatizing of 
Amtrak which runs 270 miles right 
straight through my district, and I 
have probably more stops than anyone, 
yet I cannot vote against this whole 
budget because it happens to be in 
here. I put in a caveat so if we have a 
reconciliation bill later on, or if we 
have our 13 appropriation bills and the 
agricultural appropriation bill comes 
forth, there is nothing to prevent the 
gentleman from substituting and put
ting back in the CCC, and making light 
cuts within the domestic programs. 
And I would imagine the gentleman 
would see fit to do that. We were look
ing out for the gentleman's interests 
when we put this in here. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Illi
nois [Mr. FAWELL], a gentleman who 
has taken this well many times as the 
chairman of the Porkbusters Task 
Force, and I thank him for his input. 

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Chairman, this is 
a historic vote that we will be having. 
I rise in support of the Solomon bal
anced budget resolution, and I do for 
one particular reason at least, but 
there are others. It is because I do not 
see that the administration, nor do I 
see anywhere else that there are any 
plans whatsoever to balance the budget 
either in this century or the one that is 
coming up. And lo and behold, come 
fiscal year 1999, we are going to have 
new debt ; counting trust fund borrow
ing, of over $350 billion as we go into 
the next century. 

I came to Congress in January of 
1985. The debt was $1.4 trillion. I have 

witnessed all kinds of 5-year plans and 
fancy deficit reduction promises, prom
ising literally trillions of dollars of def
icit reductions. And what have we got 
but trillions of dollars of new debt, $300 
billion just to pay interest on that. 

Why is this so? The problem, I sug
gest, is that all of the deficit reduction 
plans that we have had are founded on 
the idea of decreasing increases in 
spending. We all know what that 
means. What we have in this budget is 
not perfect, but it makes the hard 
choices of eliminating and cutting lit
erally hundreds, 500 programs. 

It has been said if you die and go to 
heaven, and you want to come back 
and have eternal life, come back as a 
Federal program because we never cut. 
We can put the lie to that. 

Will the Clinton 5-year so-called defi
cit-reduction plan change anything? 
No, because the Clinton plan adds $1.7 
trillion of new debt over its 5-year 
span, and this is based on the improb
able assumption that, first, all of the 
plan's $250 billion in new taxes will be 
collected-they won't--and also on the 
assumption that all of the plan's $255 
billion in deficit cu ts will be made
they won't. In fact, 80 percent of Mr. 
Clinton's deficit cuts come in years 
four and five of the 5-year plan and we 
all know that Congress' 5-year deficit 
reduction plans don't even last that 
long. But, even with these assump
tions, Mr. Clinton's 5-year deficit re
duction plan would add $1.7 trillion to 
the national debt by fiscal year 1999. 
And, by fiscal year 1998 the debt will be 
a minimum of $6 trillion, and it will be 
$6.3 trillion by fiscal year 1999. These 
are right in the President's 5-year 
budget presented this year! 

We're going to hear all kinds of 
things from special interest groups who 
won't like these cuts in the Solomon
Fawell-Upton balanced budget. "This is 
not the time,' ' they will say. For 24 
years it has ''not been the time'' for 
Congress to balance its budget! No 
matter what economic times we've had 
during the last 24 years, good or bad, 
it's never the right time for Congress 
to balance its budget. Well, I ask if now 
is not the right time, what time is the 
right time? 

There are, however, some people you 
will not hear from in regard to the 
issue of Congress finally balancing its 
budget. I can tell Members who will 
not be calling them. For one, Emily 
Heap, 5 years old, Naperville , IL, will 
not be calling you. Zoe Fawell, 6. years 
old in Naperville, IL, will also not call 
you. They are two of my eight grand
children, and your grandchildren and 
children will not call you either be
cause do you know what? They trust 
the Congress. They really trust the 
Congress. Nobody has told them that 
no one is even planning to do anything 
about ba lancing the Congressional 
budget--in this century, .nor the next . 
No one. But we know one thing for 
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sure-the national debt will climb to at 
least $6.3 trillion by 1999. The Presi
dent's budget guarantees the children 
of America about that-it's right there 
in the President's budget. 

This balanced budget is for Emily 
and Zoe and the millions of other chil
dren who will have a brighter economic 
future if Congress has the guts to actu
ally balance its budget over the next 5 
years. We can do it. This budget shows 
we can do it, if this Congress really 
wants to. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. STUPAK]. 

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi
tion to the Solomon substitute to 
House Concurrent Resolution 218 and 
in support of the concurrent resolu
tion. 

Since I have arrived in Congress, the 
message has been consistent: With pre
cious few dollars to go around, we must 
pay for programs that have a proven 
track record of working, and we must 
continue to invest in the American 
people. Both the Solomon and the Ka
sich substitute amendments fail this 
test. 

The Solomon substitute guts assist
ance for seniors by cutting the valu
able Senior Community Service Em
ployment Program as well as by cut
ting Medicare reimbursements to hos
pitals for health care and lab services. 
If you represent a rural community 
heavily populated by seniors, this 
alone should convince you to vote 
"no." Rural health care facilities that 
are disproportionately dependent on 
Medicare would be big losers under this 
Solomon provision. 

But the slash-and-burn tactics do not 
stop with our seniors. The Solomon 
substitute hurts young adults by slash
ing education assistance in the form of 
guaranteed student loans and health 
professional education subsidies. This 
is not frivolous spending, this is invest
ment in our future. 

These are programs that invest in 
our people, both young and old. These 
are programs that need and deserve our 
support. 

We also need to fund programs that 
we know work. 

The Byrne Formula Block Grant has 
been zeroed out by the administration 
and was not reinstated by the Budget 
Committee. Yet just last week, I and 
some of my colleagues on the Govern
ment Operations Committee heard tes
timony from law enforcement profes
sionals that stated that the Byrne For
mula Grant must be restored if we are 
to have any success in the war on 
drugs. My testimony on this issue 
which was submitted to the Budget 
Committee further illuminates the suc
cess that States like Michigan have en
joyed under the Byrne Formula Grant 

Program. While the American people 
have told us that they are willing to 
spend money on an improved criminal 
justice system, Mr. SOLOMON'S 
substitute makes significant cuts in 
this and other justice assistance pro
grams making any such investments 
impossible. 

The chairman has done an excellent 
job of keeping us within our discre
tionary spending limits. This new fis
cal discipline, however, mandates that 
we be more careful in choosing spend
ing programs. Funding for the Coast 
Guard is another example of where we 
should be investing. All of the budgets 
before us today reduce the administra
tion's request for Coast Guard acquisi
tion, construction, and improvement. 
Mr. Chairman, this money is not politi
cal or controversial. The Coast Guard 
requires a minimum of between $500 
and $600 million a year just to main
tain the assets they have right now. 
While the Coast Guard is running as 
lean as possible, it would be a mistake 
to put off investing in its most basic 
capital needs. These reductions would 
seriously degrade the Coast Guard's 
ability to protect our precious water 
resources in the Great Lakes region. 

Mr. Chairman, where is the invest
ment in our people? Where is the in
vestment in programs that have shown 
success? They are not in the Solomon 
or Kasich proposals. I urge a no vote on 
the Solomon amendment. 

I would urge my colleagues to cast a 
vote for investment in the American 
people. 

Vote "no" on Solomon. 
D 1840 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I say to my good 
friend, the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. STUPAK], you know, the same cuts 
he is complaining about were those 
that were in Penny-Kasich that he and 
I helped to craft and we both voted for. 

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to the gen
tleman from Michigan. 

Mr. STUPAK. For the same reason I 
had to vote against Penny-Kasich, be
cause it cut seniors and it cut the 
other programs. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
21/2 minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. ZIMMER] who has had a 
great input into this piece of legisla
tion. 

Mr. ZIMMER. Mr. Chairman, it is 
time to put up or shut up. In today's 
Washington Post a deputy House ma
jority whip is quoted as saying we 
don't need a balanced budget Constitu
tional amendment. "We shouldn't hide 
behind the Constitution," he says. He 
goes on to say "If we want to balance 
the budget we should have the courage 
to just do it." Well, here is your chance 
to just do it. The Solomon budget is 

your only chance. Neither the Presi
dent nor the Budget Committee major
ity has a plan to balance the budget 
this year, this century, next century or 
ever. The Solomon budget is the only 
game in town. For those of you who 
say all we need is courage, you can 
show some today by voting yes. 

For those of us who are committed to 
a balanced budget amendment because 
we believe it is the only thing that will 
force Congress to get its fiscal house in 
order, here is an opportunity for us to 
show we have the courage of our con
victions and to move from easy rhet
oric to painful reality. Here is a chance 
to put the taxpayers' money where our 
mouth is. 

There are cu ts in the Solomon budg·et 
that I strongly disagree with. If I had 
written it myself I would have done it 
differently. But those of us who advo
cate a balanced budget have a moral 
obligation to get specific and show how 
it can be done. 

Let us show our constituents that 
Congress is able to do what every fam
ily has to do, what every business has 
to do, indeed what every State Govern
ment has to do and that is to live with
in our means. Support the Solomon 
amendment. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from North 
Dakota [Mr. POMEROY], one of the dis
tinguished new Members of the House 
and one who represents my native 
State in Congress. 

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to oppose the Solomon amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, in my analysis, this is 
the most complete and absolutely dev
astating attack on rural America that 
I have seen in the now 14 months I have 
been a Member of this body. 

The Solomon amendment would 
eliminate all farm commodity pro
grams vital to virtually every agricul
tural community in every region of , 
this country. It would eliminate Farm
ers Home, a critical source of farm 
credit, particularly for struggling 
farmers, family farmers, trying to re
main on the land. 

It would eliminate the Rural Electric 
Associations. And what would be the 
consequence of these eliminations? 
Just a few farmers suffering a little 
more pain? Absolutely not. The result 
would be dramatically higher electric 
rates for more than 25 million REA 
subscribers across this country. 

The result would be dramatically 
higher grocery bills because what we 
have with the farm program is not an 
expensive farm program. What we have 
is a cheap food policy, and the results 
translate directly into the amounts the 
consumers in rural, in urban, in vir
tually every city of this country pay 
when they go to their grocery store. 
That would be the consequence of the 
proposals relative to agriculture pro
posed in the Solomon amendment. 

What is most mystifying to me is 
that cuts of such a draconian nature 
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must be crafted under some kind of be
lief that everything is fat out on the 
farm when, in fact, the results shows 
that absolutely directly opposite con
clusions must be drawn. 

In my State, and I represent North 
Dakota, one of the most rural States in 
the country, we had 42,000 family farm
ers in 1975. The count as of 1992 showed 
down to 33,000 family farmers, and the 
out. migration proportionate in North 
Dakota, as reported by United Van 
Lines, is consistently ranked at the 
very top or near the top of the 50 
States in the country. 

I can tell you from the personal expe
rience that I see every weekend in the 
coffee shops across my State what a 
dire and difficult time this is for fam
ily farmers. I do not just speak for 
North Dakota when I make that point, 
Mr. Chairman. 

In a survey taken of the 14 plain 
States, 500 of the 633 counties experi
enced serious out migration. 

If you want to forecast yet additional 
consequences of voting for the Solomon 
amendment this afternoon, you can 
add the ramifications of a huge new 
population in our urban areas as people 
now struggling to remain on the farm 
and sustain family farm agriculture 
into the next generation are forced to 
throw in the towel and move to the 
cities. 

There are a lot of other cuts that I 
seriously question the wisdom of, and 
the deep savaging of Medicare, I think, 
ought to raise grave concern for any
one contemplating supporting this 
measure. 

But particularly when it comes to ag
riculture, this matter, this proposal, 
really goes way too far. 

I urge defeat of the Solomon amend
ment. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I will point out to the 
gentleman that, first of all, we do not 
eliminate Farmers Home. We simply 
cut it like we do other programs. 

We do not decimate Medicare. We do 
not even cut it anywhere near what 
President Clinton does in his Health 
Care Program. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Tennessee [Mr. DUNCAN]. 

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the only budget amendment 
before us today that will actually bal
ance the budget, and I commend the 
gentleman from New York for offering 
it. 

The Solomon-Fawell-Upton budget alter
native will give every Member the chance to 
vote for what the overwhelming majority of 
Americans are saying: Cut spending first. 

Mr. Chairman, the Solomon alternative bal
ances our budget in 5 years. 

It does not cut Social Security or earned 
veterans benefits. It does not devastate our al
ready weakened defense budget, and it does 
not raise taxes. 

It does not touch Medicare benefits. In fact, 
the Medicare budget grows under the Solo
mon proposal. 

Mr. Speaker, what the Solomon budget pro
poses to do is cut unneeded and unnecessary 
federally subsidized programs that we just 
simply cannot afford any more. I wish we 
could, but we cannot. 

Mr. SOLOMON'S proposal cuts $27 billion that 
we have been giving to illegal aliens. 

It puts a moratorium on land purchases. In 
fact, the National Park Service already has a 
backlog of $5.6 billion in land acquisition 
costs. That would take us 37 years to pay off. 

It ends additional U.S. financial support for 
the International Monetary Fund [IMF] and the 
World Bank, which have consistently failed to 
promote economic development through their 
lending programs. 

It eliminates the Advisory Commission on 
lntergovenmental Relations which studies Fed
eral-State frictions. This duplicates the work of 
various executive branch and State govern
ments. 

The Solomon amendment would cut in half, 
by $5 billion, Federal spending on furniture 
and office decorations. 

It would reduce the amount the Federal 
Government uses to pay consultants, saving 
$24 billion over 5 years, and the list goes on. 
Sadly, these programs are only the tip of the 
iceberg in unneeded and unnecessary pro
grams. 

We have a debt of more than $4.3 trillion. 
We are spending almost $1 billion a day of 
money that we do not have. 

Our Federal debt continues to increase and 
our children and grandchildren will have to pay 
for this ridiculous expenditure. 

I urge support for the Solomon budget pro-
posal. · 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Sanibel, FL [Mr. Goss], who has had 
tremendous input in trying to once and 
for all balance this budget. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Chairman, the Solomon budget 
ensures we can meet a balanced budget 
amendment by cutting waste by fiscal 
year 1999, and America can understand 
that, while the Clinton budget leaves 
us way off the mark, in fact, about $6 
trillion off the mark in terms of the 
national debt. 

The Solomon balanced budget pro
vides for a specific realistic blueprint 
for achieving a balanced budget, and 
even recording a surplus into the next 
century. 

This is not a vague pronouncement of 
principle. This is tough cuts. It is hard 
choices, and it is real deficit reduction. 

Of course, we all find difficult the 
tradeoffs on this list of more than 500 
line item budget cuts. Clearly each of 
us might have done a list a little dif
ferently as we are hearing in this de
bate. I, in fact, have done House Reso
lution 377, called the Spirit of '76, and 
it is a list of 76 cuts that does not 
touch Social Security, does not touch 
Medicare, does not touch Medicaid, 
does not touch veterans' benefits, but 
does cut $285 billion over 5 years. 

Fortunately, many of my cuts are in
cluded in the Solomon substitute. 

Clearly, each Member might prefer 
cutting more in one area in the inter
ests of maintaining more resources in 
another area. That is what this is 
about. That is why we asked in the 
Committee on Rules to have a delib
erate process in considering the Solo
mon budget where any Member could 
have sought to substitute one cut for 
another as long as the total value of 
the deficit reduction achieved by the 
package was not reduced. 

Even though the Committee on Rules 
declined to give us that flexibility, I 
hope my colleagues will agree that this 
package does represent a breakthrough 
in the campaign to bring our Federal 
budget into balance by cutting. 

This package deserves our support. 
Seventy percent of America is telling 
us, "Balance the budget." 

Now is the time. We can vote for a 
true balanced budget plan. 

And in the reported words of the gen
tlewoman from the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania from across the aisle, 
"·We are putting our money where our 
mouth is," and we urge our colleagues 
from both sides of the aisle to follow 
that advice as well. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I would 
ask the gentleman from New York, 
could you describe the Medicare cuts 
that you have in here? 

Mr. SOLOMON. If the gentleman will 
yield, all of our Medicare cu ts are 
again what is in the Kasich budget. We 
do not touch the eligibility of it. Just, 
for example, I think I told the gen
tleman that there was a rumor that we 
had raised the qualification require
ment from 65 to 67 years. We do not do 
that. We do not touch it at all. 

We simply took the entire Repub
lican alternative and incorporated it 
into our budget. 

Mr. SABO. Maybe the gentleman 
could explain one thing that I do not 
understand in that alternative. They 
take and have some seniors pay 100 per
cent of the national cost, average na
tional cost, for part B of Medicare. I 
looked at that issue last summer and 
discovered that in 95 percent of the 
counties in this country the actual 
costs were substantially less than the 
national average. 

0 1850 

In my home State of Minnesota, 
every county, every county was sub
stantially below the national average, 
and in s·ome States the difference was 
even more pronounced. So a very sig- . 
nificant number of the elderly in this 
country to which this provision would 
apply would be paying substantially 
more than the 100 percent of part B 
premiums. 

Mr. SOLOMON. I would say to the 
gentleman I was not a member of this 
committee, but in talking to the mem
bers of the Committee on the Budget 
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on the Republican side, they had in
formed me that the reason that they 
put that in there, in their budget, is be
cause it only affected those people, sin
gle people with incomes above $70,000 
and couples above $90,000. 

Mr. SABO. That is right, but there 
are still significant parts of the coun
try which would be asked to pay sub
stantially more than actual costs. I 
have always tried to understand that 
rationalization. Over 95 percent of the 
counties, the actual costs there are 
below the national average. 

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Chairman, 
would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to the gen- · 
tleman from Maryland. 

Mr. GILCHREST. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, is the gentleman not 
asking that seniors, fairly wealthy sen
iors at that, just have their subsidy 
from the Federal Government reduced? 

Mr. SABO. If the gentleman would 
yield. No. 

Mr. GILCHREST. That is a subsidy 
that they are getting from the Federal 
Government. 

Mr. SABO. No. Currently, they pay 25 
percent of the national average. They 
go to 100 percent of the national aver
age. The reality is that in 95 percent of 
the counties, the actual cost is signifi
cantly below the national average. So 
for those seniors, they would be paying 
substantially more than 100 percent of 
the actual cost for part B. 

Mr. GILCHREST. I am not sure if I 
would use the word "substantially," 
but we are talking about seniors, fairly 
wealthy seniors with that income, hav
ing their subsidy reduced for that par
ticular health insurance. 

Mr. SABO. No, you eliminate all the 
subsidy plus ask 95 percent of the coun
ties to pay more than 100 percent of 
their actual cost. 

So, they are being asked to-and I 
forget what the actual average is, 
something like $130 a month-there are 
significant parts of the country where 
the actual costs are less than $100 a 
month. 

Mr. GILCHREST. Apparently, there 
are significant parts of the country 
where there are wealthier seniors. 

Mr. SABO. No. What there is around 
the country is significant differences in 
health care costs and significant dif
ference in Medicare reimbursements 
around the country. 

So, for most of the counties, most 
rural counties and even many urban 
areas, those seniors would be asked to 
pay substantially more than 100 per
cent of actual cost. 

You might want to check into this 
and find the rationalization. 

Mr. SOLOMON. I would just say to 
the gentleman I would certainly like to 
check into it. Again, that is why we 
have written into our substitute these 
caps that would allow the Committee 
on Appropriations or the Committee on 

the Budget, the reconciliation, later 
on, to make those substitutions if 
there is a problem there. Does the gen
tleman's bill deal with it at all? 

Mr. SABO. No. As a matter of fact, 
the President has a recommendation 
for changing Part B premiums in his 
health care proposal. That is some
thing the committees will have to be 
looking at. That is one of the potential 
sources of revenue for funding health 
care reform in this session of Congress. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman knows I have great respect 
for him and the work that he does, and 
even Members on that side of the aisle, 
but you know, the gentleman from 
North Dakota said we are decimating 
rural America. I represent rural Amer
ica. This budget hurts everybody, it is 
tough medicine, but it does not just go 
to rural America; it goes to suburban 
America, it goes to inner-core cities. 
Everybody has to take their fair cut. 
And that is what we are doing in this 
budget. 

We would certainly be glad to hear 
any other recommendations to get to 
the balanced budget amendment to pre
vent what is happening there, and that 
is a $204 billion deficit 5 years from 
now in that 1 year alone. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, the heart of changing 
that long-term deficit in this country 
is for us to fundamentally deal with 
heal th care reform. There is one part of 
the Federal budget that is growing 
very rapidly, and that is health care, 
Medicare, Medicaid reimbursements. 
To get a handle on the totality of the 
health care costs in this country, and 
the same thing happening in the pri
vate sector, clearly the most compel
ling issue before this session of Con
gress is to find agreement on heal th 
care reform, how we can achieve uni
versal coverage to make sure people in 
this country have health insurance and 
at the same time control the escalating 
costs for both the public and private 
sectors. 

There is no issue more important to 
individual Americans and their individ
ual lives, there is no issue more impor
tant to us than to be able to control 
the long-term deficit in this country. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield briefly? 

Mr. SABO. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. SOLOMON. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I really share a lot of 
the same concerns with the gentleman 
from Minnesota. That is why-you 
know, President Clinton is proposing 
to abolish Medicare, for all intents and 
purposes--

Mr. SABO. No. 
Mr. SOLOMON. I do not think he 

ought to be doing that. We ought to 
maintain it. That is a part of the sys
tem that is not broke. 

Mr. SABO. The gentleman from New 
York [Mr. SOLOMON] is totally inac
curate in his description of the Presi
dent's program. That is a comprehen
sive plan for reform, a base where we 
consider as we move to deal with that 
most important issue. 

The fact is the gentleman from New 
York would substantially impact all 
kinds of programs that are of prime 
importance to millions of Americans 
while the real issue before us this ses
sion is whether we can move forward 
on the very important issue of reform
ing our heal th care system. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON] has 161/2 
minutes remaining, and the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. SABO] has 10 min
utes remaining. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, this 
body is going to lose one of its most 
valuable Members at the end of this 
session. If there is anyone who has 
tried to focus on the terrible deficits 
which are just ruining this country, .it 
is the speaker I am going to rec
ommend from the other side of the 
aisle. I refer to one of the most re
spected Members of this body, the gen
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. PENNY], 
who has announced his retirement at 
the end of this year. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to 
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
PENNY]. 

Mr. PENNY. I thank the gentleman 
from New York for yielding this time 
to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I applaud the chair
man of the Committee on the Budget 
for his articulation of the health re
form issue, because clearly we must re
form out health system with an eye to
ward reducing the Federal deficit. 
Health care reform that does not cut 
Federal heal th care expenditures is not 
worthy of the word "reform." 

The heal th care reform plan adopted 
by this Congress must show budget sav
ings in the first 5 years, not after the 
turn of the century. 

We have before us today, however, a 
budget resolution. This comes just 1 
week ahead of a vote on a balanced 
budget amendment. A two-thirds' vote 
is required to pass a balanced budget 
amendment, and there are currently 
260 cosponsors of that measure, nearly 
the two thirds required to pass it. 

With or without a balanced budget 
amendment, we need to make the 
tough choices. What we want to find 
out today is whether we have a similar 
number of legislators who are willing 
to vote for a tough budget that would 
actually balance the Federal accounts 
within the next 5 years; 260 cosponsors 
of the balanced budget amendment, 
how many of them will vote today for 
a balanced budget? There is only one 
budget under consideration that cuts 
nearly $700 billion and would balance 
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the budget within 5 years. It is the Sol
omon budget, and it deserves our sup
port. 

Any tough budget includes con
troversial items, and clearly none of us 
would agree with all the details of the 
Solomon plan. But we ought to agree 
with the goals set forth by this plan. 

I think it is critically important to 
convey to the American public just 
how painful and far-reaching the cuts 
must be in order to reach a balanced 
budget, which most Americans claim 
they want us to achieve. 

Most of this plan I can whole
heartedly endorse. As suggested by a 
previous speaker, I too would have 
some problems with the severity of the 
agricultural cuts. But on the other 
hand, I do not believe we need to add 
back money in the Pentagon budget. I 
can live with the President's number. 
But the totality of this plan still gets 
us a balanced budget in 5 years and it 
does convey that there are no easy 
choices. 

D 1900 

Too many other budget alternatives 
gloss over the fact that we still have a 
major deficit problem, and I would 
rather be identified with a budget that 
takes the deficit seriously rather than 
one which pretends the deficit is no 
longer a threat. 

Admittedly we have made some 
progress with the passage of the Presi
dent's economic program, and the defi
cit is coming down in the near term. 
But under that program, Mr. Chair
man, the deficit has climbed again in 
the outyears, and more heavy lifting 
will be required in order to tackle the 
deficit at that time. We ought to face 
those choices now and not wait a few 
years, until the deficit crisis resur
faces. 

Last year, Mr. Chairman, I think the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. SOLO
MON] deserved credit for offering what 
was the best budget. But it only re
ceived a handful of votes, and unfortu
nately in my time in Congress I have 
noticed that the toughest budgets al
ways get the fewest votes. We have to 
change that record, and we ought to 
start tonight. Instead of empty rhet
oric about a balanced budget amend
ment, instead of rhetoric about the 
near term success of the President's 
economic program, let us challenge 
ourselves and the American public to 
finally face reality. 

Mr. Chairman, we either have to vote 
for tough budget cuts or we cannot 
have a balanced budget. The Solomon 
budget places that challenge before 
this institution and before the country. 
It deserves our support. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from New 
Hampshire [Mr. ZELIFF]. New Hamp
shire has gone through unbelievable 
weather this year, along with my neck 
of the woods. This gentleman has done 

much since he came here to try to 
bring this budget under control. 

Mr. ZELIFF. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in support of the Solomon bal
anced budget proposal. I am proud to 
have worked with the balanced budget 
task force in creating this proposal to 
produce a budget surplus in just 5 
years. 

Mr. Chairman, what we have done 
today is to present to this House a doc
ument that shows that a balanced 
budget is possible-without touching 
Social Security retirement or earned 
veterans benefits, or raising taxes. 

This is a significant accomplishment. 
It shows all the naysayers that real 
spending cuts can be used to reach a 
balanced budget. 

On the day of the balanced budget 
amendment vote in the Senate, our 
former colleague and friend, the OMB 
Director, Leon Panetta, said this coun
try does not need a balanced budget 
amendment. We do not need to change 
the Constitution to force us to do what 
we are elected to do. 

Mr. Panetta said that a constitu
tional amendment "doesn't give any
body the guts or courage that they 
need to make the right choices." Mr. 
Chairman, the Solomon amendment 
enables us to make those tough choices 
today. 

Mr. Chairman, we cannot have it 
both ways. The administration does 
not want a constitutional amendment 
to balance the budget. The administra
tion also will not support our effort to 
propose a real balanced budget with 
those tough choices today. 

There is no question that this is a 
tough package of spending cuts. And I 
have to tell you that I do not agree 
with all of the cuts in the Solomon 
plan. But in the interest of balancing 
our Federal budget, I support it. We 
need to start somewhere. 

To those Members who do not like 
these specific cuts, I say: It would have 
been nice to have an open rule on 
spending cu ts. My good friend from 
New York [Mr. SOLOMON], and I asked 
the Rules Committee for an A to Z 
style open rule. This would have al
lowed the House to examine and vote 
on each specific spending cut in this 
package. 

An open rule would have allowed 
Members to either add or delete a par
ticular program. Unfortunately, we did 
not get the opportunity and we must 
now vote on the package of cuts before 
us. 

Mr. Chairman, the Solomon package 
is a reasonable attempt to balance the 
Federal budget. It is tough medicine, 
but it is only a 3.5-percent spending 
cut. Any business in this Nation could 
find a way to cut 3.5 percent from their 
budget, so I ask, "Why can't the U.S. 
Congress make a 3.5-percent cut?" 

It is time that we stop playing the 
game of telling people back home that 
we care about living within our means 

and then come back down here and do 
something else. The Solomon budget 
before us is balanced, and while not 
perfect, will do the job. 

Our problem is spending. It is time to 
take the medicine, my friends, and stop 
passing our examples on to future gen
erations. Here is the plan. Now we need 
your vote. 

I urge my colleague to vote yes on 
the Solomon amendment. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. 
GILCHREST], another Member who has 
been so active in trying to bring this 
deficit under control. 

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. SOLOMON] for yielding this time to 
me. I want to make a couple of com
ments. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not live in North 
or South Dakota, but I live in a very 
rural area of Maryland, and there are 
certainly things in this budget that I 
would not put as my priority, but in 
the overall scheme of things this is not 
only good for the country, but it is 
good for rural areas, and I represent a 
rural community, and, unless we bal
ance this budget soon, and that is in 5 
years, our debt will consume all our 
dollars, and there will be no money for 
any programs. Over $290 billion just for 
interest on the national debt, and that 
amount is increasing, not decreasing. 
That money does not go for seniors, it 
does not go for educational programs, 
it does not go for health reform, it does 
not go for public safety, it goes for 
nothing, and it is about time that we 
get a handle on the debt. 

I am sure that all of us agree that the 
deficit needs to be eliminated; about 
two-thirds of us will probably vote for 
a balanced budget amendment in the 
near future. But for most of us, it 
seems that deficit elimination should 
be the responsibility of some other 
Congress, some other time, cutting 
some other people's programs or rais
ing some other people's taxes. This 
mentality-deficit elimination, but not 
on my watch-is threatening to bank
rupt our children. 

Too many of us fail to realize that 
every year we wait, it will be harder to 
balance the budget because of demo
graphic factors and growing interest on 
the debt. The deep cuts in the Solomon 
budget may seem draconian today, but 
in a few years they will be necessary 
just to meet the interest payments, 
and still deeper cuts will be required to 
pay for our spending today. 

Those draconian cuts today will seem 
mild compared to what we will have to 
do in the future if we do not cut the 
debt today. 

Many Members are probably con
cerned about how the Solomon budget 
cuts this program or that program in 
somebody's district; about how certain 
groups might be offended, about how 
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this could hurt them politically. Let us 
be clear on one thing: this is a budget 
resolution. The only thing binding in 
this resolution is the bottom line, and 
that is the spending cuts, and that is 
what we need to do today. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to another gentleman from 
Maryland [Mr. BARTLETT], a freshman 
Member in this House whom we deeply 
admire. 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr. 
Chairman, I was pleased to be a mem
ber of the Balanced Budget Task Force, 
and I rise in strong support of the Solo
mon budget. This budget does what 
American citizens have asked us to do. 
It balances the budget. 

Mr. Chairman, there is no way, no 
way, that we are ever going to balance 
the budget without some discomfort 
and perhaps without some pain. This 
discomfort and pain is reflected in the 
appeals of those who have stood to op
pose this budget. 

It causes me some personal pain, but 
I say to my colleagues, I think that if 
you're No. 1 in the world, you're the 
only superpower in the world, you need 
to act like you're No. 1 in the world, 
and that means pursuing programs like 
the Space Station. But I tell you it's 
far more important to me to get our 
country back on a track to solvency 
than it is to at this moment pursue the 
Space Station. I'm willing to put that 
on hold until we balance the budget, 
and then we'll do programs like that, 
high priority programs on a pay as you 
go basis. 

My colleagues, let us not send the 
message to the American people that 
we have just been funning them when 
we talk about a balanced budget 
amendment, that we are not really se
rious. Let us make the tough choices 
before we bankrupt our country. Let us 
vote for the Solomon budget resolu
tion. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Colo
rado [Mr. SCHAEFER], a Member of this 
body who was deprived of offering his 
amendment by the rule that brought 
this budget to the floor. His cuts are a 
part of this budget, and we appreciate 
his cooperation. 

D 1910 

Mr. SCHAEFER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the balanced budget sub
stitute offered by Mr. SOLOMON. 

I wish that the full House of Rep
resen ta ti ves had the opportunity to 
vote on more than deficit reduction 
substitute. Unfortunately, the Rules 
Committee blocked a vote on my sub
stitute, which ordered a $560 billion 
reconciliation, based on the spending 
reductions in H.R. 3958, the Fiscal Re
sponsibility Act. 

Nevertheless, I am pleased to support 
the Solomon substitute. Too many are 
content that we have done enough defi
cit cutting for the time being. I am 

here today to tell you that such com
placency would be misplaced and dan
gerous. 

Any deficit relief derived from the 
1993 reconciliation will be very tem
porary. Within only a few years, the 
deficit will surpass its current levels 
and race toward new records. 

Mr. Chairman, now is the time to 
press the attack on the deficit-not a 
few years from now when it is again 
reaching record levels. We have the 
deficit up against the ropes. We should 
go for the knockout punch. 

The Solomon substitute is that 
knockout punch and I urge my col
leagues to support it. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Wash
ington [Mr. INSLEE]. 

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Chairman, 80 per
cent of us in this Chamber I believe 
want to get to the summit of a bal
anced budget. What route are we going 
to take to get there? I think we ought 
to put a lot of green lights up there for 
this particular bill tonight. Maybe not 
because it is the right route, but be
cause it follows something my brother 
did for me once when I was young. We 
were trying to climb a mountain. And 
I looked up at the mountain, and it was 
a long ways up there. There was a cliff. 
I did not see any good way of getting 
there. All the routes were risky. All of 
the routes involved potential risk to 
me. I was a little leery about taking 
any of them. 

My brother went up there, and he 
took a route, and it was not the route 
I would have picked, but he went to the 
top. And he got there. 

Maybe this bill will not pass or this 
amendment will not pass tonight, but 
we ought to put some green lights up 
there to send a message to everyone in 
this country, to the leadership, and our 
leader in the White House, that there 
are people willing to go up there, to 
take some route to get to the top, even 
though it involves risk in every one of 
our districts and to every one of our 
cons ti tu en ts. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, let me 
say to my good friend, the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. SABO] that we 
have one closing speaker. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, just let me briefly say 
that I rise in opposition to the amend
ment. I commend the gentleman for his 
work. He clearly has put a great deal of 
work into this amendment. It achieves 
the goal the gentleman sets. It 
achieves it in a fashion that in my 
judgment would be very detrimental to 
the economy of this country and to the 
economic future of this country. 

I have to remind this body that we 
are on a course of significant deficit re
duction. We moved from $255 billion in 
the 1993 budget to around $225 billion in 
1994, to a projection of $175 billion in 
1995. We are there because the economy 

responded to the economic package we 
passed last year, which was a dis
ciplined deficit reduction plan. It 
worked. The economy responded. 

We had many people on the other 
side of the aisle who were telling us 
that things simply were not going to 
work when we passed it a year ago. 
Fortunately, we passed the program, 
and the economy has responded. It is 
growing. Jobs are being produced 
again. So we are on the right track. 

I hope and would urge Members to 
vote down this amendment, but I com
mend the gentleman from New York, 
Mr. SOLOMON, for his hard work and the 
sincerity with which he approaches it. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, let me 
just say to the gentleman from Min
nesota, [Mr. SABO] who is the chairman 
of the Committee on the Budget, he is 
one of the most respected Members on 
that side of the aisle because we know 
of his perseverance and the hard work 
he does. We commend him for it. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield the balance of 
our time to the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. UPTON], one of the cochairmen 
of the Balanced Budget Task Force, 
who has done yeoman's work for so 
many years trying to bring the budget 
under control. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I think 
that everyone here in this House would 
individually write a different budget 
than is being offered today, and I think 
that is one of the reasons why so many 
of us in fact voted against the rule 
which denied so many other excellent 
alternative amendments. 

Mr. Chairman, I am voting for the 
budgets that reduce the deficits in the 
outyears. In the few years that I have 
held office, I can almost count on one 
hand those special interest groups that 
have stopped by my office asking me to 
reduce spending. Instead, almost every 
group out there is asking for more, and 
more, and more. That is no way to run 
a railroad, and it is certainly not the 
way to run the Government. 

Mr. Chairman, several years ago a 
number of us drafted a freeze budget. 
Everyone sacrificed. However, the 
Committee on Rules refused us the op
portunity to even offer that budget for 
a vote here on the House floor. Con
sequently, we are far worse off today 
with a $4.5 trillion national debt. Too 
bad we can't turn back the clock and 
consider that amendment anew. 

Mr. Chairman, next week we are de
bating the constitutional amendment 
to balance the budget. We will hear a 
lot of rhetoric from the opponents of 
such saying instead that we need only 
the courage to reduce the national debt 
and the annual deficit. 

Well, unfortunately we have not 
shown much courage, as was witnessed 
just yesterday when this House failed 
to approve a couple of cuts that even 
the President cut in his own education 
budget. 
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Remember last year's budget battle, 
when we finally got rid of the bee
keeper subsidy that had been stinging 
the taxpayer far too long. 

Mr. SOLOMON'S budget is not perfect, 
but it does balance the budget. And for 
those of us that want to believe that 
this place is not the Land of Oz, where 
deficit spending goes on and on and on 
down that yellow brick road, it is time 
to get back to reality. 

Mr. Chairman, you can show your 
courage tonight by voting for the Solo
mon substitute, because if you believe 
in fiscal responsibility, it is indeed 
time to walk the walk, and not just 
talk the talk. 

Mr. Chairman, in closing, I would 
just like to point out this chart indi
cating the CBO deficit projections in 
terms of where this budget process is 
taking us. Under the Solomon budget, 
in fact, we get to a balanced budget; in 
fact, we get to a surplus in the fiscal 
year 1999. And I think for all of us that 
go to those town meetings and read our 
mail and sign it back to the folks that 
sent us here, they know it is time to 
cut spending first, and that is what 
this budget does. 

Mr. Chairman, I would encourage my 
colleagues to show courage tonight. Go 
take a medal from the lion from the 
Wizard of Oz. You can do it tonight by 
voting yes on the Solomon substitute. 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, I am 
supporting the Solomon amendment because 
it is the only opportunity to vote on a balanced 
budget this year. I am disappointed that the 
Rules Committee would not allow an open rule 
so that we could consider changes to these 
proposals. 

I disagree with several cuts in this sub
stitute. In particular, I am in very strong dis
agreement with the language in the Solomon 
proposal that does away with essentially all 
farm programs starting next year. We do need 
to move to Federal farm policy that allows 
farmers to get reasonable prices at the mar
ketplace. However. this needs to be a gradual 
adjustment to assure that we continue the 
high quality of food and fiber that's available at 
the lowest prices in the world. 

Hard working farmers, abundant natural re
sources, world-class research and extension, 
and the free enterprise system have made the 
United States the largest and most efficient 
producer of food and fiber in the world. As a 
result, Americans spend just 12 percent of 
their disposable income on food, the lowest in 
the world. The average farmer in 1960 fed 16 
people. Today that farmer feeds 96, with even 
greater nutrition and quality. 

The fact is that if we want to have a stable 
supply of food and fiber in this country, a 
farmer cannot stay in business and sell below 
his cost of production. Farm programs have 
been an inefficient way to make adjustments 
and need to be drastically modified, but can
not be totally eliminated as suggested by SOL
OMON. 

In conclusion, I commend Mr. SOLOMON for 
having the only balanced budget amendment 
on the floor. Because this budget resolution is 
a guideline for spending and not a mandate to 

what programs are cut, I am casting my vote 
in favor of a balanced budget. 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, I rise in sup
port of the budget alternative presented by my 
distinguished colleague, Mr. SOLOMON. 

I support Mr. SOLOMON'S alternative to 
President Clinton's budget for several reasons. 

But the most compelling reason for my dis
trict in southern California is that Mr. SOLO
MON'S alternative eliminates benefits for illegal 
aliens. 

Now this House has recently been through 
a very emotional debate about benefits for ille
gal aliens. The debate degenerated into a 
name calling session. Apparently, if you sup
port eliminating benefits for those who have 
broken our laws to enter this country, you are 
a fascist. You can be accused of being a rac
ist. 

Mr. Chairman, I commend Mr. SOLOMON 
and his colleagues for recognizing this for 
what it is: an economic issue. It is appropriate 
that eliminating these benefits is put in the 
context of a budget debate, because that is 
where it belongs. 

As Members of Congress, we are sworn to 
uphold the laws of this land. It is illegal to 
enter our country without going through the 
proper naturalization process to become a citi
zen. I don't care what your motivation is, that 
is the law. 

However, the Federal Government will give 
benefits to those who enter our country ille
gally. This ought to be stopped. Vote for the 
Solomon budget alternative and make this a 
reality. 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, the Budget 
Committee has jurisdiction not over the alloca
tion for each function of Government, such as 
agriculture, defense, transportation, and so 
forth, but only over the overall spending 
amount. 

The Solomon budget would balance the 
budget by fiscal year 1999 solely by restrain
ing spending, not by raising taxes. 

While I do not agree with the detail the gen
tleman from New York offers in support of his 
overall spending limit, I do agree with his bal
anced budget goal and that it is achievable 
through spending restraints, this spirit, and 
with this understanding, I support the Solomon 
budget substitute. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute, as modified, offered by the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON]. 

The question was taken, and the 
Chairman announced that the "ayes" 
appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 73, noes 342, 
not voting 23, as follows: 

Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Bartlett 
Barton 

[Roll No . 52) 

AYES-73 
Burton 
Callahan 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Condit 
Cox 
Cunningham 

Deal 
De Lay 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Fawell 
Fingerhut 

Fish 
Franks (NJ) 
Gilchrest 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Greenwood 
Hancock 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Hunter 
Inslee 
Is took 
Johnson (GA) 
Knollenberg 
Kreidler 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allard 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Applegate 
Archer 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Barca 
Barlow 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Buyer 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Castle 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (Ml) 
Combest 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
de Lugo (VI) 
De Fazio 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Bal art 

~,,.,. .. 1';' r•r~ - • 

McCandless 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Minge 
Moorhead 
Murphy 
Orton 
Packard 
Paxon 
Payne (VA) 
Penny 
Petri 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 

NOES-342 

Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doolittle 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Edwards (TX) 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Faleomavaega 

(AS) 
Farr 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Fields (TX) 
Filner 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallegly 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Grams 
Grandy 
Green 
Gunderson 
Hall(OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Herger 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Holden 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Huffington 
Hughes 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
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Rohrabacher 
Roth 
Royce 
Schaefer 
Sensenbrenner 
Shays 
Smith (MI) 
Solomon 
Stenholm 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Upton 
Weldon 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Ky! 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lehman 
Levin 
Levy 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Machtley 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
Mccloskey 
McColl um 
McCrery 
Mccurdy 
McDade 
McDermott 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Michel 
Mineta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Morella 
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Murtha Roukema Synar 
Myers Rowland Talent 
Nadler Roybal-Allard Tanner 
Neal (MA) Rush Taylor (NC) 
Neal (NC) Sabo Tejeda 
Norton (DC) Sanders Thomas (CA) 
Nussle Sangmeister Thomas (WY) 
Oberstar Santorum Thompson 
Obey Sarpalius Thornton 
Olver Sawyer Thurman 
Ortiz Saxton Torkildsen 
Owens Schenk Torres 
Oxley Schiff Towns 
Pallone Schroeder Traficant 
Parker Schumer Tucker 
Pastor Scott Underwood (GU) 
Payne (NJ) Serrano Unsoeld 
Peterson (FL) Sharp Valentine 
Peterson (MN) Shepherd Velazquez 
Pickett Shuster Vento 
Pickle Sisisky Visclosky 
Pombo Skaggs Volkmer 
Pomeroy Skeen Vucanovich 
Poshard Skelton Walker 
Price (NC) Slattery Walsh 
Quinn Slaughter Waters 
Rahall Smith (IA) Watt 
Rangel Smith (NJ) Waxman 
Reed Smith (OR) Wheat 
Regula Sn owe Whitten 
Richardson Spence Williams 
Ridge Spratt Wise 
Roberts Stark Wolf 
Roemer Stearns Woolsey 
Rogers Stokes Wyden 
Romero-Barcelo Strickland Wynn 

(PR) Studds Yates 
Ros-Lehtinen Stump Young (AK) 
Rose Stupak Young (FL) 
Rostenkowski Swift 

NOT VOTING-23 
Andrews (TX) Gallo Pelosi 
Brooks Gutierrez Reynolds 
Collins (IL) Hastings Shaw 
Crane Kopetski Smith (TX) 
Dooley Lewis (CA) Torricelli 
Edwards (CA) McMillan Washington 
Ford (TN) Miller (CA) Wilson 
Frank (MA) Natcher 

0 1942 
The Clerk announced the following 

pairs: 
On this vote. 
Mr. Lewis of California for, with Mr. Shaw, 

against. 
Mr. McMillan for, with Mr. Dooley, 

against . 

Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota, Mr. 
MFUME, Mrs. BYRNE, and Messrs. 
KIM, MANZULLO, and EHLERS 
changed their vote from "aye" to "no." 

Messrs. PAYNE of Virginia, 
GOODLATTE, KREIDLER, BARTON of 
Texas, FINGERHUT, and SWETT 
changed their vote from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute, as modified, was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. SMITH of 
Iowa) having assumed the chair, Mr. 
SERRANO, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the 
concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 218) 
setting forth the congressional budget 
for the U.S. Government for the fiscal 
years 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, and 1999, had 
come to no resolution thereon. 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 417 

Mr. FOGLIETTA. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that my name be 
removed from the list of cosponsors of 
H.R. 417, the Securities Private En
forcement Reform Act. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

COMMUNICATION FROM HON. STE
VEN SCHIFF, MEMBER OF CON
GRESS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be

fore the House the following commu
nication from Hon. STEVEN SCHIFF, 
Member of Congress: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, March 9, 1994. 

Hon. THOMAS s. FOLEY. 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to formally no
tify you pursuant to Rule L (50) of the Rules 
of the House that a member of my staff has 
been served with a subpoena issued with re
gard to a Special Court-Martial appointed 
pursuant to appropriate military authority. 

After consultation with the General Coun
sel to the Clerk, I have determined that com
pliance with the subpoena is consistent with 
the privileges and precedents of the House. 

Sincerely, 
STEVEN SCHIFF. 

COMMUNICATION FROM CHAIRMAN 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON HOUSE 
ADMINISTRATION 
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be

fore the House the following commu
nication from the chairman of the 
Committee on House Administration: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, DC, March 10, 1994. 
Hon. THOMAS S. FOLEY, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington , DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to formally no
tify you pursuant to Rule L of the Rules of 
the House that the Committee on House Ad
ministration has been served with a sub
poena issued by the United States District 
Court for the District of Columbia. 

After consultation with the General Coun
sel to the House, I have determined that 
compliance with the subpoena is not incon
sistent with the privileges and precedents of 
the House. 

Sincerely, 
CHARLIE ROSE, 

Chairman. 

SPECIAL ORDERS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the Speaker's announced policy of Feb
ruary 11, 1994, and under a previous 
order of the House, the following Mem
bers will be recognized for 5 minutes 
each. 

REDUCTION IN REGULATORY CON
TROL OF FEDERAL RESERVE 
BOARD IS SUBJECT OF PRO
POSED LEGISLATION 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. GONZALEZ] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, for 
several days now and weeks I have been 
addressing this question of the Federal 
Reserve Board and its total lack of ac
countability. 

One reason that there is dire need to 
have accountability is that all history 
shows no matter, irrespective of what 
society, all through mankind's re
corded history, that when power, par
ticularly tremendous power, or whole
sale grants of power flow to any indi
vidual, group of individuals, no matter 
what, whether they be public, private, 
even religious institutions, that there 
will be a corruption and misuse of that 
power ultimately. 

The fundamental premise of our Gov
ernment, even before the Constitution 
and even during the beginning and the 
first glimmers of nationhood, the ques
tion of accountability was foremost. 

For example, the issue the First and 
Second Continental Congresses, and 
then the body under the Articles of 
Confederation was what is technically 
known as fiscal agent or banker was 
going to be used. 

0 1950 
And if any of my colleagues would 

like to know what such great Ameri
cans as Thomas Jefferson thought of 
bankers and the confraternity, I invite 
you to read his remarks about it. 

But at this point, for whatever rea
son, and particularly since the war, 
that is the 1940's, neither the Congress, 
which created the Federal Reserve 
Board, incidentally-the Federal Re
serve Board was not heaven-sent-it 
was created by the Congress and the 
Congress has not seen fit, nor the exec
utive branch in its power to appoint 
the Chairman and some of the mem
bers, has not been able to have any 
kind of accountability flowing from 
the Federal Reserve Board. 

As a result, Americans know and are 
feeling now the effects of this 
unaccountability of power because it is 
the power that determines the alloca
tion of a credit, who does it, who will 
benefit, who will have access to credit 
which always from the beginning of our 
nationhood has been the central ques
tion. 

With the Federal Reserve insisting 
that it has an almost divine right to 
retain its regulatory function over 
bank holding companies, as I brought 
out last night and the night before, it 
may come as a surprise to some that 
the central bank came into this posi
tion of power as an accident of the po
litical battles with the Nixon adminis
tration. 
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For example, interest rates: All dur

ing the war, President Roosevelt and 
the Government did not have to pay 
even an average of 2 percent on its bor
rowing to wage and win the war. How 
did that happen? How could that have 
been done when now the Government 
has to pay not only interest of huge 
amounts, in fact, just a few years ago 
it was paying as much as 16 percent on 
long-term bonds, which is usury, but 
worse than that it is compound inter
est. We keep going that way and forget 
about ever resolving the national debt, 
which is now really not acceptable, 
over $4 trillion, and that does not ac
count for the private debt, that is us 
Americans, and corporate debt, which 
is almost equal to that governmental 
debt. 

So we are in deep trouble, and it is 
the policies set by a board that has no 
responsibility to account for its ac
tions to anybody. In the name of what? 
Independence. 

So what? The difference is that after 
the war and when we went into the 
1970's and the Nixon administration, 
things happened that changed every
thing from the management of the debt 
and the handling of the debt and the 
function that the Congress set forth for 
the Federal Reserve Board has been 
usurped. The Federal Reserve Board 
Act of 1913 says the Federal Reserve 
Board shall be the fiscal agent of the 
U.S. Treasury. But, lo and behold, it is 
the one that is printing our money. 

I ask my colleagues to reach into 
your pockets and pick out any note, a 
$1 note, $5 note, $10 note, $20 note, and 
see if you do not see "Federal Reserve 
note." That used to be, not too long 
ago, "U.S. Treasury note." Therein is a 
big story. 

But during the Nixon period, in the 
banking industry, then under the head 
of Paul Volcker, later the Chairman of 
the Fed, who was then at the Chase 
Manhattan Bank, presented a plan to 
scatter the Fed's regulatory authority 
to three different agencies. And the 
rest is history. 

I will continue to bring out the sorry 
and dreary results to the detriment of 
Americans who find themselves, as Jef
ferson said we will find ourselves, 
"Americans homeless, rootless in our 
own land," made so by the bankers. 

Mr. Speaker, with the Federal Reserve in
sisting that it has an almost divine right to re
tain its regulatory functions over bank holding 
companies, it may come as a surprise to 
some that the central bank came into this po
sition of power as an accident of political bat
tles with the Nixon administration. Some would 
also be surprised that the Nixon administra
tion's Treasury Department with its banker 
leadership including Paul Volcker, then at 
Chase Manhattan Bank, presented a plan to 
scatter the Fed's regulatory authority to three 
different agencies. It was the great former 
House Banking chairman, Wright Patman, who 
was compelled to choose the lesser of two 
evils in 1970---to allow the Federal Reserve to 

retain its present authority just as the holding 
company plan of organization was beginning 
to spread throughout the banking industry. 

Over the last two decades the holding com
pany form of organization of banks has ex
ploded. Today the Federal Reserve regulates 
holding companies, which have 93 percent of 
the country's banking assets. Before the 
1970's the Federal Reserve had few regu
latory responsibilities and it did not protest or 
cry that it needed to supervise banks and 
bank holding companies in order to formulate 
monetary policy. 

The historical record shows this endowment 
of regulatory power is merely the result of po
litical fights in the 1960's and 1070's between 
former House Banking chairman, Wright Pat
man, the Office of the Comptroller of the Cur
rency-which examines national banks-and 
the Nixon administration, which wanted to 
weaken control over bank holding companies 
by giving it to three banking regulators. To 
avoid this scenario, the Congress passed leg
islation in 1970 giving full authority to the Fed
eral Reserve to regulate bank holding compa
nies. 

Although the 1933 Banking Act provided for 
mild regulation of bank holding companies, it 
exempted most one-bank holding companies 
ostensibly on the grounds that they were small 
local enterprises that shouldn't be subject to 
"onerous regulation." The Federal Reserve 
historically had been conservative in its ap
proach to nonbanking activities and had estab
lished relatively narrow limits on bank holding 
companies' activities after the passage of the 
1956 Bank Holding Company Act. 

However, in the 1960's, the Office of the 
Comptroller of the Currency, beginning with 
Comptroller James Saxon, allowed holding 
companies to branch to the outer limits by ap
proving a variety of nonbank acquisitions and 
activities by national banks, even though exist
ing law prohibited banks from getting into non
banking businesses. Eventually, Comptroller 
Saxon had to defend his positions in lawsuit 
after lawsuit brought by entities threatened by 
the entry of banks into their business. Saxon 
lost consistently in the courts. 

The Comptroller's liberal policy was a bo
nanza to large banks. By the late 1960's large 
banks-anxious to bypass the law and expand 
their role in commerce-had seized on the 
loophole and formed one-bank holding compa
nies that branched into a wide range of activi
ties-even Shakey's Pizza Parlors and S&H 
Green Stamps. With the explosion of the myth 
of one-bank holding companies being sleepy 
rural entities, the banking industry saw the op
portunity to weaken federal restrictions on 
multi-bank holding companies as well. 

The Nixon administration took up the cause 
of both reducing regulation of bank holding 
companies and taking regulatory authority 
away from the Federal Reserve. Even before 
Nixon took office, his transition team made it 
clear that holding company legislation would 
be one of the administration's first initiatives. 

President Nixon's Treasury Department
headed by David Kennedy, president and 
CEO, Continental Illinois National Bank, 
Charles Walker, executive director, the Amer
ican Bankers Association, and Paul Volcker of 
Chase Manhattan Bank and later, Federal Re
serve Chairman-drafted legislation which 

broadened the closely related clause for hold
ing company activities and scattered the regu
lation among the three banking agencies-the 
Office of the Comptroller of the Currency, the 
Federal Reserve, and the Federal Deposit In
surance Corporation-with the regulator of the 
lead bank getting the jurisdiction over the 
holding company. 

Former House Banking Chairman Wright 
Patman dubbed this the "three-headed mon
ster." To his credit, when Paul Volcker later 
went to the Federal Reserve, along with Chair
man Arthur Burns, he exhibited some caution 
on nonbank activities of holding companies. 

Chairman Patman, after President Nixon's 
election, introduced legislation the first day of 
the new Congress that retained existing re
quirements for close regulation of holding 
companies and retention of holding company 
authority by the Federal Reserve. The 1970 
amendments to the 1956 Bank Holding Com
pany Act put the holding company regulatory 
functions exclusively at the Federal Reserve. 

Anyone who interprets Congress 1970 pref
erence for Federal Reserve regulation of bank 
holding companies as some kind of historical 
endorsement for the continued presence of 
the Federal Reserve in the regulatory structure 
is missing the point of the 1967-1970 fight. As 
far back as the 1950's, Chairman Patman was 
a staunch proponent of a single bank regulator 
which would have stripped regulatory duties 
from the Federal Reserve. He was forced by 
the Comptroller of the Currency and the initia
tives of the Nixon administration to settle for 
leaving the regulation of holding companies 
with the Federal Reserve. 

The historical record hardly supports Fed
eral Reserve Chairman Greenspan's argu
ments for the vital need for this regulation. 
Chairman Greenspan is waging a classic turf 
war on behalf of the Government bureaucracy 
largely controlled by the bankers. This is why 
I urge my colleagues to consider the new, 
independent single bank regulator advocated 
by the Clinton administration, which will prove 
more cost-effective and less duplicative than 
our present Federal bank regulatory system. 

H.R. 3982, THE OCEAN RADIO-
ACTIVE DUMPING BAN ACT OF 
1994 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAUGHLIN). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. WELDON] is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. WELDON. Mr. Speaker, yester
day, Chairman ORTIZ and I introduced 
the Ocean Radioactive Dumping Ban 
Act of 1994. The act conforms the U.S. 
law to the international treaty known 
as the London Convention which, effec
tive February 20, 1994, banned the 
dumping of radioactive waste at sea. 

Currently, the ocean dumping of ra
dioactive waste is regulated under the 
Ocean Dumpirig Act [ODA]. The ODA 
allows dumping of radioactive waste 
only after Congress has passed a joint 
resolution authorizing the dumping. 
Although this provision has been in 
force since 1985, Congress has yet to au
thorize any radioactive dumping. 
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For decades, U.S. law on ocean pollu

tion has been more stringent than 
international law. At the time of en
actment, the radioactive dumping pro
visions in ODA were among the most 
restrictive in the world, going well be
yond international treaty obligations. 
That is no longer the case. 

The Ocean Radioactive Dumping Ban 
Act corrects this by eliminating ODA's 
current arduous permitting process and 
replacing it with a simple ban. It en
sures that the United States retains its 
leadership position in protecting the 
world's marine environment. 

The relevance of the United States' 
banning radioactive dumping is far 
reaching. Historically, the United 
States has set international policy on 
ocean dumping of radioactive waste. 
Until last year, the United States had 
resisted an international ban. Through 
the United States influence, the issue 
was left unresolved. 

That all changed last November, 
when the Clinton administration re
versed the United States policy and an
nounced its support for a ban. The re
versal, which was brought on in part by 
heavy lobbying from the Global Legis
lators Organization for a Balanced En
vironment [GLOBE], enabled the inter
national community to amend the Lon
don Convention to ban the ocean dump
ing of nuclear waste. 

As the ranking Republican on the 
Oceanography, Gulf of Mexico, and 
Outer Continental Shelf Subcommittee 
and the newly appointed chairman of 
the GLOBE Ocean Protection Working 
Group, I have spent the last year work
ing to eliminate radioactive contami
nation of the sea. 

On September 30, 1993, at my request, 
the Oceanography Subcommittee held 
a hearing on the threat of contamina
tion from the Russian dumping of nu
clear waste. For four decades the 
former Soviet Union, and now the Rus
sian Republic, has been dumping nu
clear waste from nuclear submarines 
and weapons plants into the world's 
oceans. The information gathered by 
the subcommittee was sobering. 

The West's first concrete evidence 
about the dumping came last summer 
following the release of the Yablokov 
Report, which was commissioned by 
President Boris Yeltsin to detail the 
extent of Soviet nuclear disposal at 
sea. According to the report, the Soviet 
Union had dumped over 2.5 million cu
ries of radioactive waste into the Arc
tic Ocean and other marine environ
ments. By comparison, the accident at 
Three Mile Island in my home state of 
Pennsylvania released 15 curies of radi
ation. 

During the hearing, the subcommit
tee discovered that since 1959, the 
former Soviet Union dumped 18 nuclear 
reactors, a reactor screen 11,000 to 
17,000 cannisters of nuclear waste, and 
hundreds of thousands of gallon of liq
uid radioactive waste. It also learned 

that solid nuclear fuel waste totaling 
10 million curies is currently stored 
aboard vessels in Murmansk Harbor. 

Even after the fall of communism. 
Moscow has continued to dispose of ra
dioactive waste at sea. In October 1993, 
Russia dumped 900 tons of low-level ra
dioactive waste in the Sea of Japan in 
violation of a previously agreed upon 
international moratorium. According 
to Japanese press accounts, high rank
ing Russian officials have admitted 
that ocean dumping is likely to persist. 

The Russian Federation's actions fol
lowing the October dumping have only 
reinforced these fears. Russia was one 
of only five nations to abstain from 
voting to approve the London Conven
tion radioactive dumping ban in No
vember 1993. Then, just last month, it 
became the only nation to declare its 
intent not to comply with the new 
international ban on dumping. 

Hopefully, with pressure from the 
United States, the Russian Federation 
can be convinced to change its policy. 
With ten million curies of radiation 
stored aboard ships in Murmansk Har
bor and awaiting disposal, the risk to 
the marine environment is significant 
if we fail. 

Clearly, the world's oceans should 
not be used as nuclear disposal sites. 
Before the United States can pressure 
Russia to comply with international 
law, we must set a strong example our
selves. We must pass H.R. 3982 and ban 
this destructive dumping once and for 
all. 

Mr. Speaker, only through strong 
U.S. leadership is there any hope that 
the ongoing nuclear contamination of 
marine environments can be stopped. I 
encourage all my colleagues to join me 
in this effort by cosponsoring the 
Ocean Radioactive Dumping Ban Act of 
1994. 

0 2000 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAUGHLIN). Under the Speaker's an
nounced policy of February 11, 1994, the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] is 
recognized for 60 minutes as the des
ignee of the minority leader. 

THE REPUBLICAN BUDGET 
ALTERNATIVE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] is rec
ognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
take a few minutes tonight to talk a 
little bit about the Republican budget 
alternative, the putting families first, 
Kasich, Republican, budget that will be 
voted on tomorrow, we believe, and I 
know that maybe some of our listeners 
are a little bit tired of all the budget 

talk they heard today. I know some of 
the people are tired of listening to this 
discussion about the budget. But I 
know they are not tired of thinking 
about the fact that each one of them 
may qualify because they have children 
who would be eligible for the $500 tax 
credit. 

More on that later for those that are 
listening. I want to go back and kind of 
paint the picture of where we have 
been in the last 15 months. 

I say to my colleagues, you might re
member that last year the President 
came up here, and he said, "If you 
don't like my tax and spend program, 
then, Republicans, let us have your 
specifics," and so the budgeteers sat 
down, and we basically began to re
invent government, and we put our spe
cifics on the table, and what we did is 
we said that we would be able to reduce 
the deficit by as much as the President 
without a tax increase. 

Mr. Speaker, we sent our specifics 
down to the President. He rejected 
them. We sent them to the majority 
party, the Democrats, in the commit
tee. They rejected them. We came to 
the House floor, and we were rejected 
here. They were not interested in our 
specifics to offset their taxes. 

But we did not quit. The reconcili
ation, or tax bill, came to the House 
floor, and the President said, I would 
say to the gentleman from Connecticut 
[Mr. SHAYS], the President said, "If you 
don't like my specific taxes, tell us 
how you would get rid of them," and 
we did. We gave our specifics about 
how to reduce the influence of the Fed
eral Government in all of our lives and 
to have deficit reductions through tax 
increases because we fundamentally 
believe that big government, big taxes, 
and big regulation stifles economic 
growth in this country. 

Well, they did not like our proposal 
that time, beat us again in favor of 
more for Washington and less for the 
people. 

Well, Mr. Speaker, then the gen
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. PENNY] 
and I got together, along with a distin
guished group of legislators, and our 
goal was to try to reduce spending 
again by a penny on a dollar to get the 
momentum rolling for change in this 
country. We sent our specifics to the 
President. He said he did not like 
them. So did the vast majority of the 
majority here. They said they did not 
like them, and so one more time they 
beat down our specifics that were de
signed to downsize the Government, to 
reduce the influence of Washington. 
They voted at that point to give more 
to Washington and less to the people. 

And then this year the President 
came for his State of the Union speech, 
and he said, "You know my budget is 
the toughest budget ever, toughest 
budget in 40 years." I do not remember 
exactly his remarks, but he claimed 
that he was sending us a tough-minded 
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budget, and, as I pointed out today in 
the debate, if we let these automatic 
spending increases occur as provided 
for under law, if in fact we put the Gov
ernment on automatic pilot and the 
President had not sent his budget to 
Capitol Hill, we would have lower defi
cits and lower spending than the budg
et that the President sent us. 

And so Republicans said, "We can do 
better," and so I would say to the gen
tleman from Connecticut [Mr. SHAYS] 
that we got together again, and this 
time we got even more serious about 
reinventing government. We privatized 
programs. We consolidated programs. 
We eliminated some of the programs 
like the helium reserve and the Inter
sta te Commerce Commission. We de
cided on elimination, and privatizing 
and consolidating programs to elimi
nate Federal waste and on letting peo
ple at home have more control over 
solving the problems with their money 
that they send here to Washington. 

Basically what the President said is, 
"I want more for Washington and less 
for the people, and, oh, by the way, 
that middle income tax cut-forget it. 
You can't have it." 

And so what we did is we went 
through all nooks and crannies of the 
Federal budget, and we truly have 
begun to reinvent government. But we 
felt that reducing the deficit was our 
No. 1 priority, and so what we did was 
we reduced the deficit in all 5 years by 
a greater amount than the President, 
and cumulatively over the 5 years we 
are $150 billion lower in deficits. 

Let me emphasize again, I say to the 
gentleman from Connecticut and to our 
other colleagues, this budget that the 
Republicans will offer tomorrow has 
$150 billion in lower deficits than the 
administration. 

Now we think there are some other 
things that should happen as a result of 
downsizing the Government. We think 
the family, the American family, ought 
to share in the benefits of downsizing 
the operation of the Federal Govern
ment. After all, it is their money. 

Now this $500 tax credit, $500 per 
child, per family, up to $200,000 in in
come is going to be the first install
ment on an effort by Republicans to 
try to help the besieged American fam
ily, and we pay for it. We are not pro
viding benefits or tax credits to some
body, and taking that money and say
ing, "Well, we'll pay for it later." We 
have paid for it in our Republican 
budget. 

We have also said there ought to be a 
crime bill. We ought to pay for more 
prisons. We ought to put more police 
on the street. 

We also say there ought to be some 
real welfare reform, and the leader of 
the welfare reform movement in the 
House and frankly, I think, the na
tional leader on this welfare reform 
movement, the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. SANTORUM], a member of 

the Committee on Ways and Means, he 
is going to be with us tonight to talk a 
little bit about what the welfare re
form package is. 

And we also make a down payment 
on health care reform by introducing 
the .Republican health care bill which 
relies on market forces rather than the 
Government to begin to fix this heal th 
care problem. 

And we have also provided help for 
the American worker. How? Well, not 
by turning more money over to Wash
ington, but we have provided some help 
for the American worker by, No. 1, giv
ing business the ability to buy more 
plant, buy more machinery, become 
more efficient and more effective and 
hire more people so we can be even 
more competitive internationally. 

And we also provide for everyone in 
this country a provision to protect 
their investments against inflation. 
Now let me explain that for a second. 
We index the capital gains tax. 

I have some next-door neighbors who 
are senior citizens. They probably 
bought their house for, I do not know, 
$30,000 or $40,000. I do not know what 
their house is worth now. But I can 
promise my colleagues that that house 
has gone up in value not just because 
of an increased value on that home, but 
because of inflation driving up the 
price of that home. If they should sell 
that home, I do not think they should 
have to pay taxes on the inflation 
value of that home. 

So, we are not only trying to help 
business and the American worker by 
making it more possible for them to 
expand and export, to have higher pro
ductivity, but at the same time we are 
also saying that we will index the cap
ital gains for industry and for individ
uals, and at the same time, Mr. Speak
er, of course we want the American 
family to share in a piece of the re
inventing government that we have 
started in this Congress of the United 
States. 

Imagine $150 billion in lower deficits 
under the Republican plan, $500 per 
child, per family, up to $200,000, more 
incentives for business to expand and 
hire people, a crime bill, a welfare re
form bill, the down payment on health 
care, all within this package. 

D 2010 
I would say there is no reason to vote 

against this proposal, because do you 
know what this proposal represents? 
This proposal represents more for the 
people, and less for Washington. And 
that is how it will be judged on the 
vote tomorrow, should it come tomor
row, or next week, if it comes next 
week. And it will be judged for the rest 
of this year. Decide who you want to 
choose up sides with, just like when 
you were a kid picking teams at a base
ball game. Db you want to choose to 
play on the team with the Washington 
establishment, or do you want to vote 

to help the people of this country who 
are back home in the districts we rep
resent? 

Mr. Speaker, at this time I would 
yield to the distinguished gentleman 
from Connecticut [Mr. SHAYS], a mem
ber of the Committee on the Budget, 
who has done such yeoman's work in 
terms of aiding our effort, all of our 
team effort, to reinvent government. 

Mr. SHAYS. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. I am struck by your talk
ing about what happened in the last 15 
months. When the President presented 
his plan last year, I remember you had 
already got us working on the Repub
lican side of the aisle to start to find 
ways to match the President's numbers 
on deficit reduction with no tax in
crease. 

We spent 2 months before the Presi
dent actually even began his plan. 
When we knew his numbers, then we 
started to come forward with a deficit 
reduction package of $500 million with
out a tax increase. 

I remember it wasn't easy at first. 
When we did this, some Members in the 
caucus said why should we do this? We 
are not in control. But you and others 
felt very strongly, and I felt that some 
way, that it was our job to show that 
you could balance the budget with no 
tax increases, or at least meet the 
President's numbers with no tax in
creases. And we did it. 

The impact of that was significant, 
because the President came in with 
$3.53 of taxes for every dollar it cut in 
the increase in spending. And you got 
them to realize they had to cut more, 
and they did. And they got their num
bers down to $1.50 of taxes for every $1 
of spending cuts. 

What you did not say, which I wish 
you had said, was that when the Presi
dent got his package through it was 
considered a great victory. He got it 
through by two votes. And if one Mem
ber in the House had not voted, it 
would have been a tie vote and would 
not have passed. But to get it through, 
the Speaker of the House said this is 
just the beginning. We need to cut 
more. We need to cut more spending, 
get this deficit down. This is just the 
beginning. And he promised that there 
would be the Penny-Kasich oppor
tunity, that Mr. PENNY would have an 
opportunity. 

Mr. PENNY comes in a bipartisan 
basis, and you put forward a plan with 
others. And we go to the White House 
and say, you asked for specifics; we are 
giving you specifics. You said work on 
a bipartisan basis, and Mr. PENNY is 
doing that with us. And now we can 
move forward; $90 billion of cuts. And 
the White House snuffed it out. They 
worked hard against it, as they are 
doing now. 

I see we have the expert on welfare 
here, and I just am intrigued by his 
comments today. I would like to return 
the floor to him very quickly. But I 
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just want to make this point to you. It 
just astounds me that rather than op
posing this package, the White House 
would not support it. 

We have $150 billion of cuts, $150 bil
lion of cuts, specific cuts. We reform 
welfare, we reform immigration, we 
have crime control, and we have a plan 
that, while I was not an advocate as 
strongly as others, we are returning 
$500 to the family of every child. And if 
there are two in a family, they get 
$1,000, and it is to the families that 
need it. 

It just seems to me that there is 
every reason to support this package. 
The choice tomorrow is we can go with 
Mr. Clinton's plan, or we can go with 
the Kasich Republican plan. The Ka
sich Republican plan is $150 billion of 
deficit reduction over 5 years, welfare 
reform, immigration reform, reorga
nization of government, consolidation 
of programs. 

You know what? This wasn't a sud
den plan put together in a week or two. 
This was the culmination of what hap
pened 15 months ago. You started us 15 
months ago on this plan. When our 
plan was defeated in March, we kept 
working on it, and this is the result of 
a lot of hard work. And I just hope that 
tomorrow we are going to see Demo
crats willing to step forward in support 
of a plan that truly deserves bipartisan 
support. 

I would like to continue to partici
pate, but we have others as well, and I 
yield back. 

Mr. KASICH. I would like to yield to 
the distinguished gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. SANTORUM]. I wish 
you would just take 5 minutes, that is 
a long time in a special order, but take 
a little bit of time, if you would, and 
repeat for our colleagues tonight what 
you talked about today, the SS! Pro
gram, because I would say to the gen
tleman, Members came on the floor as 
you were talking and they were locked 
in place, they were really locked in dis
belief of what you were saying. And 
then maybe give a little broader expla
nation of what our welfare reform 
package does. 

Mr. SANTORUM. What I talked 
about today was the explosion of the 
SSI Program with respect to drug ad
dicts. There is an odd provision in the 
Supplemental Security Income Pro
gram that allows drug addicted individ
uals who are so badly addicted to drugs 
or alcohol that they can no longer 
work, and as a result, they are eligible 
for cash assistance, they are eligible 
for treatment, and they are eligible for 
Medicaid. 

In 1985 there were about 4,000 people 
on this program. Today, as of 1993, 
there were almost 80,000 people in this 
country who are on that program. That 
sounds like an explosion of a program. 
It is roughly $300 million we spend on 
drug addicts who are so addicted that 
they simply cannot work. 

What happens? Well, I asked the 
Commissioner of Social Security, I said 
now, these people are required to be in 
treatment in order to get them off 
their drug addiction so they can get 
back into the mainstream of life and 
off SSL What percentage of the people 
in this program are on drug treatment? 

She said, well, anywhere from 3 to 9 
percent. Even though they are required 
to be in the program, in order to re
ceive the cash, only about 3 to 9 per
cent are in the program. 

I said, well, what are you doing with 
the other 91, 97, whatever, percent of 
the people who aren't in treatment? 
She says, well, we do not know where 
they are. We simply send them the 
check. 

Now, the odd thing is they do not 
really send them the check. They send 
the check to a representative payee, 
because the Social Security Adminis
tration figured out you don't send a 
check to drug addicts. You send the 
check to someone who manages the 
money for the drug addict. So the 
money is sent to someone who is ap
pointed to receive the money for the 
drug addict and take care of their 
funds. 

The problem is the General Account
ing Office testified at this same hear
ing a few weeks ago that in ever in
creasing numbers, the person turning 
out to be the representative payee is 
the drug dealer or the bartender. There 
is the case in Denver, CO, of a bar
tender who receives almost $16,000 a 
month in SSI cash benefits to take 
care of the alcoholics who visit his bar. 

Now, it even gets worse. I asked the 
Social Security Administrator, I said, 
now, how effective is this program? 
And she said we have-listen to this, I 
didn't say this today-in the history of 
this program, in the history of this 
program, there has not been one docu
mented case of anyone getting off this 
program because they have been cured 
of their addiction. They have abso
lutely no evidence that anyone has got
ten off this program. 

Mr. KASICH. Let me ask the gen
tleman, if I could get him to yield for 
just a second, does the Kasich Repub
lican budget begin to address this prob
lem? 

Mr. SANTORUM. It hits it right be
tween the eyes. 

Mr. KASICH. Does the Clinton budg
et address this problem? 

Mr. SANTORUM. Let me tell you 
what the Clintons are doing now that 
you mentioned it. We found, and the 
Social Security Administrator re
ported to us, that three States have 60 
percent of these 80,000 drug addicts, 3 
States, California, Michigan, and Illi
nois. 

Now, you say wait a minute, Califor
nia, Michigan, and Illinois, they are big 
States, but certainly not 60 percent of 
the population of this country. Why do 
they have such a disproportionate 
number? 

The reason, because the Social Secu
rity Administration figured out that 
these people are sick and they need our 
help. And so we are going to set up out
reach centers, and they did, several 
years ago, in Chicago, in Detroit, and 
Los Angeles, to go out and find drug 
addicts and alcoholics to sign them up 
so they can receive Government bene
fits, Medicaid, and drug treatment. 

Now, the Social Security Administra
tion says this has been so successful 
because the program has grown so dra
matically, this is success in Govern
ment terms, getting more people on 
the benefit rolls, that they are now 
going to set up outreach centers in 
every State in the country, in all 
major cities, to go out and find these 
people and bring them into the system. 

They just set up one in Washington 
DC. They have 18 now in the pilot pro
gram, and they are going to expand it 
even further. That is what the Social 
Security Administrator told us at the 
hearing, this is a successful program. 
This program will double in size. The 
number of people in this program will 
double in size. 

0 2020 
Now, that is what we talked about as 

one aspect of the SS! problem. There 
are many more. 

Mr. KASICH. Does the Kasich Repub
lican budget alternative begin to ad
dress this problem? 

Mr. SANTORUM. It hits it right be
tween the eyes. We simply say this: We 
say that if you are someone who is on 
this program, we will do a drug test. 
And if you fail the drug test in the 
sense that you have an illegal sub
stance in your body, and you fail that 
drug test, then you will be removed 
from cash assistance and Medicaid. 
You will continue to receive drug 
treatment. We will give you drug treat
ment as long as you need the treat
ment in order for you to get off. We 
will allow you to come back and test 
again after a period of time to see if 
you have gotten off drugs. But we are 
not going to continue to subsidize be
havior which is, in fact, destructive. 

The basic premise is, if you want 
more of something, subsidize it. 

We are subsidizing the kind of behav
ior that is not what we want to see in 
this country, and so that is the solu
tion that we put forward. We believe it 
saves not only a lot of money, but we 
think it sets the right kind of response. 

Mr. KASICH. That language is not 
contained in the Clinton budget. 

Mr. SANTORUM. It is not only not 
contained in the Clinton budget, but as 
I suggested before, they wanted to ex
pand this program. 

Mr. KASICH. Would the gentleman 
spend a few minutes talking about the 
bill that he has pioneered here that is 
included in this budget, the welfare re
form section. 

Mr. SANTORUM. The welfare reform 
section, not only does it save $20 bil-
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lion, I know that is one of the major 
reasons it is in this bill, because it 
saves a lot of money, but it does what 
is really consistent with the Kasich, 
and I just have to commend CHRIS 
SHAYS for the tremendous amount of 
work that he has done on this bill. 
There is not anybody who comes to the 
floor and is more diligent in trying to 
get this budget reduced, and willing to 
put forward and put their good name 
on the line every single day-to come 
out here and do that. I want to com
mend you for your work on the com
mittee and here on the floor. 

It is consistent with what you folks 
have been trying to do, which is to do 
programmatic reform, to try to come 
up with, in a sense, reinventing govern
ment to make it work better, to create 
the right incentives. 

What our plan simply does is attack 
the two major societal issues that lead 
to poverty in this country. One is obvi
ous, nonwork. People do not work, they 
are poor. In fact, 86 percent of families 
who have no workers in the family are 
in poverty. That does not come as any 
surprise to most people, except when 
you look at what happens when people 
work. 

If you take families with one full
time year round worker, if you have 
families, if you look at all families 
that have one full-time year round 
worker, whether it is two parents or 
single-parent families, only 6 percent 
of American families that have one 
full-time year round worker are in pov
erty, versus 86 percent that have no 
workers that are in poverty. 

Work pays. What we need to do is get 
people to work in jobs so they can get 
out of poverty. How do we do that? 

The Republican plan tries to be, in a 
sense, to strike a cord of bipartisanship 
in reaching out to the President, reach
ing out to the Democrats, and say, we 
will adopt your 2-year limitation on 
welfare and then require work. And we 
have some very serious provisions that 
if you do not work, if you do not work, 
you do not receive your benefits. Sim
ple as that. You lose the cash portion 
of your benefits. 

It is a requirement, and it is a re
quirement to give you an opportunity 
to get out of poverty. What we need to 
do is to move these people and give 
them the opportunity to go out and 
work, to learn the ethic, and to get up 
every morning, get ready, and go to 
work, and get their children off to 
school. Most working families in this 
country, all working families in this 
country, do in America. 

So we think that is a very important 
part of the plan. It is in here, and it is 
something that we hope to get a lot of 
support for. 

The second problem is the problem of 
out-of-wedlock births, illegitimacy. 
The numbers are just astounding, the 
growth of children born out of wedlock 
in this country. Sixty-eight percent of 
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all African-American children born in 
this country are born out of wedlock. 
Twenty-two percent of children in the 
white community are born out of wed
lock. That is a startling number. It is 
one that is, frankly, as many are con
sidering, the biggest societal problem 
that we have. Because it, in fact, has 
dual consequences of, No. 1, having a 
bunch of young males not attached to 
families out in communities joining 
with gangs instead of moms. And you 
have children being raised in single
parent families where mom is being 
stretched to the limit and not able to 
provide the kind of nurturing and sup
port needed and-that fathers are so 
important for young children. So we 
have both of those problems being cre
ated by the problem of illegitimacy. 

It is causing a disintegration not 
only of families but a disintegration of 
communities and neighborhoods and is 
the root cause, in my opinion, of the 
crime problem in this country. 

We take a very pro-active position on 
that. Two ways: No. 1, fathers. 

Fa the rs are often ignored in welfare 
debates. We do not ignore them in this 
case. We say fathers are necessary. Fa
thers are no longer disposable, that fa
thers are going to be encouraged to 
stay with families, that we are not 
going to penalize families if fathers 
stay, which is what we do now. 

If dad leaves, mom gets more money, 
which is the perverse incentive that 
the welfare system creates. 

We changed that. We allow States to 
allow the benefit to continue, even 
though the father who is not married 
to the mother may be around or living 
and supporting the child. That is No. 1. 

No. 2, we find out who dad is. Over 
half the children on welfare today, who 
are born out of wedlock, do not know 
who their fathers are. That is abso
lutely unforgivable, and it is not nec
essary. Because the fact of the matter 
is, mom knows who the father is. So 
what we have to do is somehow con
vince mom that it is important to have 
both mother and father supporting 
children and that we are not going to 
say that fathers are okay to leave. 

So what we do is, we tell mothers 
that they have to give us the name of 
the father in order for them to be eligi
ble for welfare benefits, if they so want 
to apply. 

Mr. SHAYS. One of the things that is 
so clear in this budget, because of the 
good work that you have done, is that 
we know that 12-year-olds having ba
bies, 14-year-olds that are selling 
drugs, 16-year-olds that are killing 
each other, 18-year-olds that cannot 
read their diplomas are the legacy of a 
welfare State. 

What we are trying to do, as Repub
licans, is be pro-active and recognize 
that Government has helped create the 
very problem that we are now left 
with. 

The incredible story you tell of the 
Government sending money to people 

to further their addiction is just a con
tinuation. It furthers that process. 

I was speaking with JOHN KASICH 
about it. He said, "This just points out 
where Government is headed and what 
we need to do." 

What I like about the Republican 
plan and what you did is, it is not like 
we stand back and say, no, Government 
cannot get involved. We just realize 
that Government is involved in the 
wrong way. We need to switch it 
around, get Government involved in 
the right way and change it. 

To me, that is what President Clin
ton said he would do. He was going to 
change America. 

Mr. SANTORUM. And welfare, as we 
know it. And if you look at some of his 
early drafts, over a year into his Presi
dency and his No. 1 campaign issue 
that made him the moderate that he 
was has still not been delivered to the 
Congress and the United States. We are 
still waiting. If you look at the pre
liminary documents being circulated, 
they are not even close to ending wel
fare as we know it. 

I would argue that they extend wel
fare as we know it. It is not a bold 
plan. It is not a dramatic plan. It is a 
sellout plan. 

What we have done in this budget is 
put forward a plan that is meaningful, 
that changes behavior, that sets expec
tations, that demands responsibility, 
that says that the American people are 
very giving and loving people and they 
want to help, but they do not want to 
encourage a lifestyle that is simply un
productive and unsafe for this country 
and for its future. 

If I could just finish, the other thing 
we do is something that a lot of con
servatives are pushing for to be done 
across the board. A lot of pressure is 
coming these days to say that if you 
have a child born out of wedlock, no 
welfare benefits. That is the end of dis
cussion right now, to cut all children 
born out of wedlock and moms off wel
fare. 

We believe that that maybe makes 
nice philosophical talk and that you do 
not want to encourage behavior that in 
fact you think is not necessarily pro
ductive for a society. 

D 2030 

But that is a rather dramatic step to 
take on a theory. So what we have sug
gested is let us apply it to the popu
lation, on those who it makes the most 
sense to try that theory out, and that 
is the young children, teenagers who 
have children out of wedlock. They are 
predominantly, almost exclusively the 
welfare-dependent population of this 
country, because if you have a child at 
14, and do not finish school, and you 
end up on welfare, you are probably 
going to be on welfare for a long, long 
time. 

So what we have done is focus in on 
that generation because No. 1, there is 
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a potential for long-term and massive 
destruction. No. 2, in fact because they 
are younger, they have more of an abil
ity to be influenced by society and by 
rules and regulations. And No. 3, they 
have a family network which has a 
legal obligation, if not a moral obliga
tion, to continue to support them until 
they get out of their teenage years. 

So what do we do? We end welfare for 
minor children who are under the age 
of 18 who have children~ No cash bene
fits; no housing benefits. They are re
quired to live at home, and we are re
quiring and encouraging people to do 
exactly what the gentleman from Con
necticut said, which is to replace the 
Federal Government's role of giving 
people fish and saying it is time for the 
community, the family, the individual, 
the churches to begin to take back 
these people, to begin to say that they 
in fact are the principal folks who are 
going to help care for the poor and give 
the poor the opportunity to rise up in 
our society. 

I have done about 30 meetings on wel
fare reform around the State of Penn
sylvania, and the theme that I keep 
hearing come back and back is the 
story of a Government that is taking 
over more and more of our lives and 
making us not only dependent on Gov
ernment, but less dependent on each 
other. We are a country that used to 
know who our neighbors were, all of us. 
We do not anymore, or not as much 
anymore. We are a country that used 
to be committed to organizations, used 
to go out and do a lot of community 
service and be committed to each 
other, and to support each other as a 
community. If we look at the VFW's, if 
we look at the Rotarys and all of these 
clubs, they are declining in enrollment. 
There was an article the other day on 
record clubs. Record clubs used to sell 
long-term contracts to buy records. 
They can only sell 1-year memberships 
now. Why? Because Americans will not 
commit to anything longer than that. 

You see we have become more iso
lated as a country. Government has 
done more for us. We pay our taxes and 
then it is not our job anymore. It is 
somebody else's job to take care of my 
next-door neighbor. It is not my job. I 
am too busy. I have too many things to 
worry about myself. That is what the 
danger is in our society. 

I will give the best example. I was 
watching the Olympics the other night 
and I saw the biathlon coach for the 
United States who was from Lithuania. 
He was talking about his sister who is 
still in Lithuania, and he got a call 
from his other sister just before the 
Olympics, and she called and she told 
him that his sister was dying, his other 
sister was dying in the hospital. She 
had sepsis, a massive bacterial infec
tion, and that there was not any medi
cine in the country, and no one would 
get the medicine, it was available 
other places but no agency, no individ-

uals, no institution would take the 
time or take the trouble to go out and 
save this person who could be saved. So 
what did he do? He called his friends. 
And they were able to organize and get 
the medicine, and someone else got 
him to the airport in New York, some
one else bought the airplane ticket, all 
individuals, and they flew him over to 
Lithuania and he saved his sister's life. 
And what he said was so important and 
so central to this debate as to what 
welfare will be. He said, "In my coun
try, in my old country of Lithuania, 
because of government-run institu
tions, and because of socialism for so 
many years, people do not care about 
each other anymore. In America we are 
a great country because we do." 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to thank the gentleman for taking the 
time to talk about this very important 
section of our bill. I think we are all 
disturbed about the fact that the Presi
dent came here and he gave a beautiful 
speech where he talked about all of the 
things that he wanted to see done, but 
you know, it is kind of like the middle
income tax cut. The President said the 
centerpiece of any economic program 
that he will present to the American 
people will be a middle-income tax cut. 
Of course, we still do not have it. 

But the Republicans are going to give 
everybody in this country a chance to 
vote on a tax credit for children, paid 
for with a budget proposal $150 billion 
under the President's by downsizing 
government. We reduce the deficit, 
then give the American family a piece 
of those savings. After all, they are the 
ones that sent all of the money here to 
begin with. 

I wonder if the gentleman might have 
a comment on the tax credit. 

Mr. SANTORUM. I would love to 
comment, and then I would like to 
yield to my colleague from Iowa [Mr. 
NUSSLE]. We always like to say in the 
102d Congress we were the two young
est Members of the U.S. House of Rep
resentatives, and both of us have two 
young children. He has Sarah and 
Mark, and I have Elizabeth and little 
Johnny, not named after JOHN KASICH, 
I would add. But we both have two 
young children, and we care very much 
about families. 

What we have done to the American 
family over the past 40 years in this 
country is simply criminal. What have 
we done? I always say, you know, when 
I was growing up and I was a kid, I used 
to watch Leave it to Beaver, and I used 
to watch "Ozzie and Harriet," and I 
wondered how Ward and June Cleaver 
did it, how they could live in that nice 
house with just one person working, 
and Ward got home at 5 o'clock in the 
afternoon, and how did they do it? How 
were they able to survive in America 
living in that situation? I do not know 
whether there was a Ward and June 
Cleaver ever, but I can tell you that 
there were better chances for it in the 

1950's. Why? Exactly what the gen
tleman from Ohio was referring to. We 
were a lot friendlier in the tax code to 
families. The average American family 
in the 1950's paid 2 percent of their in
come to the Federal Government in 
taxes, 2 percent of the average-income 
family. Today that same average-in
come family pays 24 percent of their 
hard-earned dollars to Washington, DC. 
The principal reason for that is the de
pendent tax deduction. If you had 
taken what the dependent tax deduc
tion was in the 1950's and indexed it to 
inflation, then instead of it being $2,650 
for a dependent or per child today, as it 
is today, it would be over $8,000 per 
child. 

What have we done with all of this 
money? What we have done by taking 
all of this money away from families is 
that we have paid a bunch of people 
here in Washington to help you. I think 
a lot of Americans back home are say
ing stop helping me. Let me keep my 
own money and let me take care of my 
own family. 

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KASICH. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I think 
that is exactly right. And I would just 
comment on the thrust of some of the 
comments the gentleman made when 
he was wrapping up his conversation on 
welfare. 

Do you know what struck me? It was 
when the gentleman was talking about 
the organizations that have maybe 
gone a little bit south and have not had 
some of the support they had in the 
past, and the fact that we do not know 
our neighbors, and maybe we seem to 
be a little more closed off and that we 
are not as responsible. And the thought 
came to my mind that really what 
JOHN KASICH is trying to do, and the 
people that supported his plan, and 
those of us that have tried to add our 
2 cents to his effort is we are really 
trying to recapture the American 
dream. That is really what this is all 
about. 

The $500 per child tax credit is just 
one very small downpayment on that 
American dream. 

I just looked through the informa
tion that we had here on what the $500 
per child tax credit would mean to my 
State and to my district. We always 
talk about it in this Chamber, and even 
over at the Senate as well about how 
we are able to bring home the bacon to 
our folks. And maybe it comes in the 
form of a road sometimes, maybe it 
comes in the form of a research grant 
another time, but it is usually snuck 
through in a special project. Here is 
something very demonstrative that we 
can do for every child in our district. 
We can give them an ability to start to 
recapture the American dream, put a 
downpayment on it, if you will. Just 
for my district it is $61 million, $61 mil-
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lion, and for my State, $303 million, 
just for my State alone. That is what 
this downpayment that we give for 
every child in this country would 
mean, a downpayment on the American 
dream. 

And I think we still see some glim
mer of hope. I would not say the Amer
ican dream is yet something that we 
have lost. But I do think we have to 
start fighting for it. 

The way I like to describe it is I am 
a volunteer fireman in Manchester, IA, 
and one of the things that always 
struck me as interesting was that when 
I went out to a fire, let us say it was a 
farm, maybe a barn was burning down, 
right after the fire trucks came over 
the hill to help try and put out the fire, 
then the neighbors came in the pickup 
trucks, usually with a covered dish of 
some sort to help out the family. They 
are neighbors, they are doing more 
than maybe their fair share. They are 
being responsible, they are reaching 
out. There is no Government program. 
There is no research study that says 
how much a damaged family from a 
fire might eat in casseroles in one 
evening. We do not need the Govern
ment ·to do it, and yet we still have 
that American dream, we still have 
that neighborly attitude in many parts 
of this country. And I guess that is 
what we are looking for. We are just 
looking for an opportunity to share 
that. 

The President did break, I think, 
many of his promises. We have already 
heard about the middle-class tax cut. 
We are fulfilling the promise through 
this kind of tax cut to our kids. 

0 2040 
Welfare was a centerpiece of his cam

paign. You give it to the American peo
ple through your plan, through the Ka
sich plan, and I think that is exciting. 

Crime: We are able to fund our crime 
bill in here. The President has yet to 
put his crime bill on the table. 

So as Americans look at this and 
they wonder whether or not they have 
the American dream and whether their 
kids, for that matter their grandkids, 
are going to be able to recapture or 
renew the American dream, I think the 
John Kasich plan, the plan that was 
put together I think in a very respon
sible way with other leaders of the Re
publicans in the House and many of us 
who had an opportunity to add our 2 
cents even though we may be new 
around here, I think is a way to do just 
that, not only fulfill the promises, but 
put a downpayment on a process to get 
there. 

I would ask my friend, the gentleman 
from Arkansas [Mr. DICKEY], and find 
out if the American dream is alive in 
the South these days. 

Mr. DICKEY. If the gentleman will 
yield, I have a definition I got in the 
mail today of several different things. 
One is if we expect our fathers to take 

care of us that is called paternalism. If 
we expect our mothers to take care of 
us, we call that maternalism. If we ex
pect the Government to take care of 
us, we call that socialism. If we expect 
our comrades to take care of us, that is 
communism. If we take care of our
selves and our neighbors, that is called 
Americanism. That is what we are 
talking about, is it not? That is ex
actly what we are talking about. 

Let me tell you something that has 
happened that is not happening in 
America for us, that would be a good 
example for us, and that is in Mexico 
to the south. We had inflation that was 
going wild down there, 1,000 percent a 
year. We had a debt that was out of 
sight, taxes that were unbelievable, 
and oppressive, and we had government 
taking over, thinking that it could do 
better than private enterprise taking 
over the economy. 

We never would have accepted a 
NAFTA Treaty if that situation had 
existed. 

So what happened? Without our help 
and without our example, they said, 
"We have to raise revenues." So what 
did they do? They cut taxes. They got 
the government out of business. They 
sold or they privatized all the busi
nesses they thought they could run 
better in the private enterprises, and 
they got money for that and they also 
got taxes from the operations because 
they became successful. 

They paid off the debt in 2 to 3 years. 
Inflation is down to 8 or 9 percent. 

Now, how they did that was by cut
ting spending, by being disciplined, by 
being just like we are when we in our 
home budget come to a point where the 
money that is coming in is not enough 
to pay out for the debts or expenses, so 
we stop the expenses and we go back 
and start paying the debts off. That is 
what we have to do as a Nation. 

I am concerned, because what I am 
seeing as a freshman legislator in the 
United States of America is people of 
this body and of Congress saying to the 
people of America and to the freshmen 
and to the inexperienced, "What you 
are saying to us about cutting spending 
first is rhetoric. You do not really 
mean it, because when we start cutting 
spending, when we start voting for the 
Kasich or the Penny-Kasich bill or this 
type of operation or this type of bill, 
what we are saying is we are going to 
have to sacrifice, and those people 
back home do not want to sacrifice." 
They are saying, "JAY, do not believe 
those people at home when they say, 
'Cut spending first' and that helps 
them at the barbershop, that helps at 
the coffee shop and in their conversa
tion and that even helps them with you 
as they communicate with you, but 
they do not mean it, because when you 
start cutting spending, watch what 
they do.'' 

When we got back to the definition of 
socialism and communism and Ameri-

canism, we have to bring in the fact 
that we are going to cut spending, and 
it is not going to kill us. 

The people in this body have got to 
understand that there is life after 
spending cuts, and that we can raise 
revenues by cutting taxes. 

Mr. K;ASICH. Let me ask the gen
tleman, let us go back to the coffee 
shop in Arkansas. In fact, it would be 
fun to be there this Saturday to see 
their reaction. I am going to be in a 
coffee shop in Westerville, OH, this 
Saturday. 

If you went to the people at the 
counter and you said, "You know, we 
have got a budget plan. It really does 
cut the number of paper clips and the 
number of trips that bureaucrats make 
around this country especially in the 
fourth quarter of the fiscal year, and it 
is going to mean you are going to not 
be able to print as many papers," and 
just look around this place today and 
all the paper just sitting here, and you 
are going to have to cut back some of 
these overhead expenses in the Federal 
Government, and you said to them, 
"You know, we are going to take this 
money, and some of it, tougher choices, 
and we are going to apply a big, big 
chunk of it to reducing the national or 
to reduce the deficit, but we are going 
to give your kids, we are going to give 
your kids a little bit of it, we are not 
going to make your kids pay for it 
later by giving it to you, we are going 
to pay for what we are giving them 
now, but we are going to reduce the 
deficit by $150 billion more than the 
President does," and I am going to tell 
them that at this coffee shop that, "I 
want to give you a little benefit from 
that right now for your family who has 
been under siege," what do you think 
the reaction would be at your luncheon 
counter? 

I know what it is going to be in 
Westerville. What will it be in Arkan
sas? 

Mr. DICKEY. Let me tell you what I 
think is going to happen. I think Ar
kansans, we are proud people and inde
pendent, and stand up and say, "You 
are not giving me anything. This is 
money that I have earned. You are just 
not taking it from me." That is the 
first thing that I think Arkansans 
would say, particularly the people in 
the fourth district. They would say, 
"You all," being the Government, "are 
not earning anything. We are the ones 
earning it. We are giving it to you. You 
are acting like you are giving it back 
to us." 

Then they would say, "Yes, we can 
spend it better than the Federal Gov
ernment, and there will not be any 
middleman i:h the way to take our 
money and be inefficient with it." 

Mr. KASICH. In other words, if peo
ple in that coffee shop have the money 
in their pocket rather than sending it 
to the Government and somehow it fil
tering down and, of course, that $500 
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that they would have sent up here, by 
the time it would get back to them, in
stead of giving them the tax credit, by 
the time it gets back to them probably 
it would not be enough to buy a cup of 
coffee with, they would be pretty 
happy about this, would they not? 

Mr. DICKEY. Let me say this, $53 
million in my district alone will be 
given . or will be kept by the people in 
the fourth district if this vote is 
passed. That money will then multiply. 
That money will then bring more reve
nue and more taxes into the coffers in 
my opinion because it circulates seven 
times. 

Mr. KASICH. Do you not think these 
same folks in this country would say, 
"You know, I do not want to have a tax 
credit if we are going to lay it on other 
people?" Would they not feel good if 
they knew we made choices so that we 
made this money or so that we could 
refund some of this money to them? 

Mr. DICKEY. Yes, sir; yes, sir. 
Mr. KASICH. It is hard to believe, is 

it not, I say to the gentleman from Ar
kansas, that we could actually have a 
package that has crime reform, welfare 
reform, health care, and incentives to 
business, some refunds back to the 
children of these folks, and still have 
$150 billion in lowered deficits; can you 
imagine how anybody would come here 
and vote no on that and vote for a sta
tus quo budget that reaffirms the tax 
increases from last year? 

Mr. DICKEY. Only if the crusted 
leadership in this body is correct in 
saying that it is rhetoric. I do not be
lieve it is rhetoric. I think cut spend
ing first is what the groundswell is 
from America. I believe what the 
fourth district is saying is what the 
rest of the Nation is saying. We have 
got to start that, and this bill will do 
it. 

Mr. KASICH. I yield to the gen
tleman from Iowa. 

Mr. NUSSLE. I think there are some 
people who are going to be able to 
come here tomorrow and vote no on 
that kind of a plan, and I think the 
reason is it is a matter of who they 
trust. 

I see in your plan a willingness to 
trust the decisionmaking that happens 
around the kitchen tables of America, 
you know, when they are balancing 
their checkbooks, trying to decide how 
they are going to send their kids to 
school, to college, what to do about 
next month's bills; they have got to 
make some pretty tough choices, in 
fact, tougher choices than I think 
sometimes we give them credit for but 
also tougher choices than we make. We 
trust them to make those decisions. We 
trust them to make those better deci
sions that affect their daily lives. 

I think there are a lot of folks around 
here who do not trust that anymore, 
that do not trust the power of the indi
vidual, the family, the neighborhood, 
and the community to make those de-

cisions. You not only see it with rais
ing taxes, but you see it manifested in 
another way that we have not really 
even talked about and that is the man
dates, that is the unfunded mandates, 
because somebody said to me in a town 
meeting, they said, "The big print 
giveth and the small print taketh 
away." That is exactly right. We have 
got a lot of small print in the budget 
that came down from the White House 
that has a lot of mandates that tell us 
what to do. Do not give us the money; 
tell the American families, the Amer
ican comm uni ties how they are going 
to operate, and yet do not give the op
portunity to pay the bills. 
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And they have to figure out around 

their kitchen table, with their county 
supervisors' meetings or city council 
meetings, how to do that. It is a mat
ter of trust. There are folks who trust 
people and some who do not trust. 

Mr. KASICH. We have mandated re
lief language in this bill. We also say 
that we want to decrease the total 
amount of regulation on this economy 
downward to a lower percentage of the 
gross domestic product. Why? Because 
the lower that amount of regulation is, 
the more jobs that get created because 
regulation is a job killer. It increases 
prices and it kills jobs. 

We actually have a provision in here 
that says that the standing commit
tees-and I say that to my colleagues 
though we have never even talked 
about this provision-that we would 
give the standing committees author
ity to only regulate to a certain per
centage of the GDP. They could not 
regulate beyond it because regulations 
beyond it will kill jobs in this country. 
It is a very unique concept that we are 
going to begin to push the rest of this 
year. 

I want to say to the gentleman from 
Iowa [Mr. NUSSLE] that he touched on 
a very important point about trusting 
people at home. Part of the way in 
which we pay for this budget-and it 
drives me crazy when I try to explain 
to people why it is we cannot get this 
adopted-but if you take the nutrition 
programs of the Federal Government 
and you put them altogether and you 
block-grant them to the States, you 
can save money and increase the 
amount of money that goes to feed 
poor people. 

Now, why is that? Because if you 
start money in a Federal agency, every 
hand that it touches, you are burning 
up the money. If you consolidate of
fices and say to the people of Iowa, 
"We are just going to send you the 
money. We are not going to put strings 
on it. You go ahead and feed people in 
the most efficient and effective way," 
you save money. 

Job retraining: Our idea is .consoli
date the job retraining programs, send 
it out to Iowa, to Ohio, to Arkansas, to 

Connecticut, and to Pennsylvania; send 
it out there, get rid of all the bureau
crats and let the people out there, the 
county commissioners, the Governors' 
offices, the legislature, let them work 
together to design a job training pro
gram to employ people. 

Now, if you do not think the people 
in Iowa, Arkansas, Ohio, Connecticut, 
and Pennsylvania are capable of doing 
that, you do not like that program or 
you do not like that idea. You know, in 
many respects this is almost like a 
Reagan budget of the early 1980's. It 
has tax incentives, but there is a dif
ference: We pay for them. 

There is a consolidation of programs, 
returning to the States the authority, 
but we also give them the money. This 
is in a way like Reagan-II. 

I know the gentleman knows this, 
there is just no confidence that the 
people back home can solve pro bl ems 
for themselves. That is why there are 
strings and mandates. 

The Secretary of Labor, Mr. Reich, 
came before us and I said, "Why do we 
have to do job training from the top 
down? Why not from the bottom up?" 
He said, "States, if they want waivers 
to get this money, they can ask for 
them." 

Why do the people in Columbus, OH, 
have to ask a Federal bureaucrat who 
does not even know what time zone it 
is in Columbus for a waiver so they can 
try to help a poor person get a job? It 
is just a matter of fundamental philos
ophy. 

The gentleman is right, it is just not 
family at the kitchen table, but it is 
the idea that people back across this 
country cannot solve problems unless 
there is somebody in Washington tell
ing them how to do it. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Arkansas. 

Mr. DICKEY. Mr. Speaker, I go back 
to this: Where are we dealing with 
rhetoric? The rhetoric, it seems to me, 
at this point, what the people here in 
Washington are saying is that the rhet
oric at home is to cut spending first, 
but that they do not mean it. They 
want pork barrel coming in. I do not 
believe that. I believe the real rhetoric 
is here with the people in Washington, 
Those people who are trying to get re
elected and say, "We would like to cut 
spending." The rhetoric is here, it is 
time for us to show what we really are 
in this situation. We are going to vote 
on it. I hope the people of this body 
will refer back to what the folks at 
home want and need and vote for this 
bill and say that the rhetoric is here in 
Washington, it is not at home. 

Mr. KASICH. I want to thank all my 
colleagues for participating. I under
stand there have been a lot of calls 
coming into the offices of our col
leagues from people all across America, 
the ones that we want to help. I hope 
that the public calling is going to 
make a difference on deciding whether 
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you are going to go with Washington, 
more for Washington, or whether we 
are going to give incentives and wheth
er we are going to rebate part of the 
benefits of this program to the Amer
ican people. 

I think it is an interesting debate 
and a critical debate and one that is 
just not going to go away. 

REPORT TO THE CONGRESS FROM 
A VERY IMPORTANT GROUP OF 
YOUNG PEOPLE: STUDENTS, 
YOUNG ADULTS OF 19TH CON
GRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF OHIO 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

LAUGHLIN). Under the Speaker's an
nounced policy of February 11, 1994, the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. FINGERHUT] 
is recognized for 15 minutes as the des
ignee of the majority leader. 

Mr. FINGERHUT. I thank the Speak
er for this time. I thank the majority 
leader for designating this time for me 
so that I can make a few remarks for 
the RECORD which really is more than a 
typical speech at this time of our ses
sion, but rather a report to this body 
from a very important group of con
stituents in my district, the 19th Con
gressional District of Ohio, and that is 
the young people, students, young 
adults in the 19th Congressional Dis
trict. 

I have never been more proud of my 
constituents than I have been on the 
many occasions, virtually every week 
that I have had the chance to visit one 
school or another in my district and 
talk to the students of all ages about 
their views of their community, our 
State, our Nation, and the problems 
that face us. 

During the Presidents Da.y recess, I 
conducted a series of very special semi
nars with the high school students 
throughout my district. The subject of 
the seminars was the problem of crime. 

Mr. Speaker, I represent three dif
ferent counties in the State of Ohio: 
Ashtabula County, Lake County, and 
Cuyahoga County. In each of those 
communities the superintendents and 
principals of the high schools were 
good enough to bring together students 
from all of the different high schools, 
public and private, into a seminar set
ting where I could meet with them, dis
cuss with them the issue of crime and 
learn from them what they would like 
Congress to do. 

I explained to the students in each of 
these seminars that their views on is
sues are as important as the views of 
their parents; they are as important as 
the views of any of my constituents in 
the district; their ideas are as valid, 
their perceptions about what is hap
pening in our community are real. 
That, I feel, all too often we in public 
life neglect to ask the young people in 
our communities for their opinions. 

I told them that what we are trying 
to do in these seminars was to re-

institute the process of building a com
munity. 

You know, at the beginning of the 
19th century Alexis de Tocqueville 
wrote admiringly of the process that 
Americans go through in their commu
nities where they meet together, talk 
together, discuss, sometimes we argue 
and debate, but we solve our problems 
through that process. 

Together the students, educators, 
law enforcement officials in my dis
trict and I participated in this process. 
We educated each other, learned from 
each other in a give-and-take that I 
hope had an impact on all of us. 

The students in all of our districts 
participated, all three of our districts, 
participated in the debate over such is
sues as gun control, drugs in the 
schools, gangs, criminal sentencing, 
prisons, community involvement, role 
models, and other questions. 

The students understood, often bet
ter than the adults, what common
sense solutions we need to address this 
most distressing problem in our coun
try, the problem of crime. 

I asked the students three questions: 
First, what are the problems that you 
face in your communities and in your 
schools? Second, what are your ideas 
about what we ought to be doing to 
solve the . crime problem in your 
schools and in your communities? And 
third, what are your comments or sug
gestions about the various issues that 
the Congress is proposing to deal with 
the problem of crime? 
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Let me go through each of these 
questions and just highlight a few of 
the answers that I received from the 
students in my district. 

On the question of what the problems 
are that they face in their commu
nities, Mr. Speaker, I was quite dis
turbed to hear some of the answers. 
First they were concerned about the 
easy accessibility of alcohol, of drugs, 
and even of cigarettes to minors, to 
people who should not be able to get 
any of these substances. Mr. Speaker, 
they said that it is not a problem for 
them to have alcohol brought for them 
by adults, to have alcohol provided to 
them at events outside of the schools, 
that it is not a problem for them to get 
their hands on drugs, if they need to, 
and, as I said, even some students men
tioned the fact that, if they can walk 
into stores and be sold cigarettes even 
when they are under age, that that in 
itself sends a message about what kind 
of a community it is that we have pro
vided for them. 

They also mentioned a very troubling 
thing about the use of drugs, and that 
is that in their opinion the peer pres
sure that should be working against 
the use of alcohol and other addictive 
drugs-and of course alcohol is an ad
dictive drug. I separate it out only be
cause our laws provide a different set 

of rules with respect to these two dif
ferent kinds of addictive drugs. But 
they talked about the lack of a peer 
pressure that is working against the 
use of these substances. 

A number of them referred to the 
DARE programs in their communities, 
and a number of students commented 
that they felt that the programs were 
too little and too late, that by the time 
they actually got to the DARE pro
gram that their minds had already 
been formed. Some said that the DARE 
program, after getting off to an ini
tially strong start in our communities, 
seems to have tapered off in its effec
tiveness. 

Others mentioned the fact that the 
antidrug advertising that had been so 
prevalent on our televisions and our ra
dios for years past had declined. They 
felt that advertising was effective. 
They wanted to see that advertising 
back. 

In short, Mr. Speaker, they wanted 
us to help them with the peer pressure, 
to make it easier for them to stay off 
the drugs, to stay off of alcohol. 

And finally they said that even good 
students, even people who you would 
think are immune from the problem, 
have gotten involved in gangs. Why? 
They said two reasons. First of all that 
even the good students have time on 
their hands, time that they need to fill, 
and second that many, many people are 
simply afraid, and they turn to gangs 
for safety and the security that they 
are lacking in the schools, and the 
parks and the environments that we 
provide. 

Well then, Mr. Speaker, if those were 
the problems that the students in my 
district talked about, what were some 
of the solutions that they had in mind? 
And I have to say that it was interest
ing to me and enlightening to me that 
the students went right to the question 
of prevention of crime. They under
stand the question of punishment, and 
I will come to some of their thoughts 
on the question of punishment and the 
question of crime enforcement, but the 
vast bulk of time and the first many 
comments in each of the three meet
ings were focused on the question of 
prevention. 

And what is it that they said more 
than anything else, and if this State
ment does not wake us up all across 
America, I do not know what will. 
What they said first of all was, "Con
gressman FINGERHUT, we need role 
models. We need to see adults in our 
community. We need to see our par
ents. We need to see the teachers, and 
the business people, and the public fig
ures, and, yes, the entertainers, and 
the people we see on television. We 
need to see these people involved in our 
lives, involved in our daily lives show
ing us the kinds of role models that we 
need to stay away from trouble and to 
be involved in productive and construc
tive activity." 
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Mr. Speaker, every parent, every reli

gious leader, every educational leader, 
every business leader, every commu
nity leader should have heard the stu
dents talking about the need for role 
models, and then they talked about the 
need for a safe environment. They need 
a place. They want their schools to be 
safe so they can feel safe in them. They 
want the parks to be safe so they can 
feel safe when they go off to be by 
themselves, and to play and to social
ize. They need to feel that the commu
nity center are open to them, that the 
activities that are available to them 
are safe and are free of the outside in
fluences. 

Some went even beyond the need for 
these facilities to be safe, Mr. Speaker, 
and emphasized the need for them to be 
available to them at all. In fact, one 
group of students in Ashtabula County, 
OH, stood up and said, "We have no 
place to go. The parks have deterio
rated. There is no clean, safe place for 
us to go to be together." 

I want to comment that one public 
official who was there, Ashtabula City 
Manager Joe Varquette, stood up im
mediately, invited those students to 
participate with him in a task force to 
build up the recreational activities in 
his community. I want to applaud him 
for his responsiveness, and I want to 
applaud the students who have taken 
him up on the offer and who, I hope, 
are working with him on this day to 
improve the recreational activities in 
the parks in Ashtabula City. 

They talked about sports programs, 
about work-study programs, about 
youth clubs, about counseling for the 
people, the students among them, the 
young people among them, who they 
know need additional help. These were 
the compassionate, yet very sensible 
and reasonable, ideas of our young peo
ple focused on prevention, and I think 
that, as we approach the crime debate 
in this Congress, we need to hear their 
voices and make sure that we are pay
ing attention to the question of preven
tion of crime among our young people. 

But they did . also, of course, talk 
about the issue of law enforcement, of 
punishment, of deterrence, and they 
were quite straightforward and quite 
perceptive about the failures of our 
criminal justice system. They agreed 
with Congress' proposals to put more 
police on the streets on foot patrol. 
They want that kind of safety and se
curity visible in their community. 

They are deeply concerned, as are 
many of the adults I talked to, that 
punishments that are on the books are 
not punishment in reality. They are 
concerned that the court system, the 
judicial system, whether through plea 
bargaining or through ineffective sen
tencing procedures, lets criminals off, 
renders these sentences that are on the 
books ineffective. They were concerned 
that, if we say that we have a death 
penalty on the books, that we ought to· 

enforce it. They do believe, Mr. Speak
er, that if someone is in prison, being 
in prison ought to be doing time and 
ought to be doing hard time. 

Sheriff Billy Johnson in Ashtabula 
County talked about our Senator, JOHN 
GLENN, who had been a soldier, had 
served in Korea and had lived in 
quonset huts, and he commented, " If it 
was good enough for our soldiers in 
Korea, it's certainly good enough for 
our prisoners." Students understood 
that being in prison has to be some
thing that is a serious punishment, 
that it is not something that is taken 
lightly in any way, shape, or form. 
They felt that if you have money, or if 
you are connected, or if you are a ce
lebrity or somehow you have special 
clout that you can get out of the sever
ity of the sentences that ought to be 
applied to you, and they felt very 
strongly, very strongly, that, if we are 
going to have sentences, the only way 
we are going to deter crime is by mak
ing them real, making them stick and 
making them tough punishment. 

But they also understood, Mr. Speak
er, if someone is going to be in prison, 
if they are there as a result of drugs, 
that they need to have the rehabilita
tion services so that, when they come 
out, they are no longer addicted to 
drugs and they have a chance at re
building their life when they get out of 
jail. 

Mr. Speaker, these are just some of 
the very thoughtful comments that the 
students in the 19th Congressional Dis
trict of Ohio had. I offer them here to
night on this floor because in a few 
short weeks we will be debating the 
crime bill here in the House, and I 
know that there will be many debates, 
and many proposals, and many dis
agreements, but, as I said at the outset 
of this report, the opinions of the 
young people in my district, and I am 
sure they are no different than those in 
the districts of each and every one of 
the Members of this body, are as good, 
they are as intelligent, they are as 
sound as our opinions and as the opin
ions of their parents and the other 
adults. They understand the Govern
ment must ensure the security of its 
citizens, but also the Government can
not do everything. 
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They understand that there is a re

sponsibility that they have and their 
communities have to help solve this 
problem of crime. They understand 
that if we work together, we can pre
vent crime in the first place. They are 
compassionate, they are caring, but 
they are tough. 

Mr. Speak er, I in tend to take their 
ideas with me as I enter this debate 
over the crime bill and work to see 
that the priorities that they have set 
for me become the priori ties of this 
Congress. 

I intend to work together with them 
to make the streets safe again for our 

children and for all the citizens of my 
district and of the country. 

Mr. Speaker, again I thank you for 
yielding the time, and I thank the ma
jority leader for designating this time 
for me to make this report on behalf of 
the students of my district. 

LEA VE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted to: 
Mr. CONYERS (at the request of Mr. 

GEPHARDT) for today before 1 p.m., on 
account of a medical appointment. 

Mr. McMILLAN (at the request of Mr. 
MICHEL), from 4:30 p.m. today and for 
the balance of the week, on account of 
illness in the family. 

Mr. KOPETSKI (at the request of Mr. 
GEPHARDT) for March 10 and 14, on ac
count of personal business. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore, entered, was granted to: 

(The following Member (at the re
quest of Mr. KOLBE) to revise and ex
tend their remarks and include extra
neous material:) 

Mr. DORNAN, for 5 minutes, on March 
17. 

Mr. WELDON, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Member (at the re

quest of Mr. GONZALEZ) to revise and 
extend his remarks and include extra
neous material:) 

Mr. OWENS, for 5 minutes, today. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. KOLBE) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mr. GEKAS. 
Mr. LEWIS of California in two in-

stances. 
Mr. GILMAN in four instances. 
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. 
Mr. MCCANDLESS. 
Mr. GOODLING. 
Mr. BOEHLERT. 
Mr. ALLARD. 
Mr. ROGERS in two instances. 
Mr. WELDON. 
Mr. BAKER of California. 
Mr. PACKARD. 
Mr. ZIMMER. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. 
Mr. PORTMAN. 
Mr. HORN. 
Mr. PORTER. 
Mr. HYDE. 
Mr. FISH. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. GONZALEZ) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. TRAFICANT. 
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Mr. KLECZKA. 
Ms. ESHOO in two instances. 
Mr. CARR of Michigan. 
Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. 
Mrs. MEEK of Florida. 
Mr. BROWN of California. 
Mr. VENTO. 
Mr. HAMILTON in three instances. 
Mr. REED. 
Mr. MENENDEZ. 
Mr. MORAN. 
Mr. SNYAR. 
Mr. SERRANO. 
Mr. RICHARDSON in two instances. 
Mr. MCNULTY. 
Mr. BORSKI. 
Mrs. MALONEY. 
Mr. ORTIZ. 

SENATE BILL REFERRED 

A bill of the Senate of the following 
title was taken from the Speaker's 
table and, under the rule, referred as 
follows: 

S. 1913. An act to extend certain compli
ance dates for pesticide safety training and 
labeling requirements; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. FINGERHUT. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord
ingly (at 9 o'clock and 10 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Fri
day, March 11, 1994, at 10 a.m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

2744. A letter from the Auditor, District of 
Columbia, transmitting a copy of a report 
entitled "Review of the Department of Pub
lic and Assisted Housing's Response to Se
lected Audit Recommendations," pursuant 
to D.C. Code, section 47-117(d); to the Com
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

2745. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of State for Legislative Affairs, transmitting 
a copy of Presidential Determination No. 94-
15: Eligibility of Eritrea to be Furnished De
fense Articles and Services Under the For
eign Assistance Act and the Arms Export 
Control Act, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2311(a) and 
22 U.S.C. 2753(a)(l); to the Committee on For
eign Affairs. 

2746. A letter from the Acting Chairman, 
Commodity Futures Trading Commission, 
transmitting a report of activities under the 
Freedom of Information Act for calendar 
year 1993, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552(d); to the 
Committee on Government Operations. 

2747. A letter from the Executive Director, 
Interstate Commission on the Potomac 
River Basin, transmitting the annual report 
under the Federal Managers' Financial In
tegrity Act for fiscal year 1993, pursuant to 
31 U.S.C. 3512(c)(3); to the Committee on 
Government Operations. 

2748. A letter from the Chairman, Cost Ac
counting Standards Board, Office of Federal 

Procurement Policy, transmitting the fourth 
annual report of the Cost Accounting Stand
ards Board, pursuant to Public Law 100-{)79, 
section 5(a) (102 Stat. 4062); to the Commit
tee on Government Operations. 

2749. A letter from the Chairman, U.S. Nu
clear Regulatory Commission, transmitting 
a report of activities under the Freedom of 
Information Act for calendar year 1993, pur
suant to 5 U.S.C. 552(d); to the Committee on 
Government Operations. 

2750. A letter from the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services, transmitting a draft of 
proposed legislation to amend the Immigra
tion and Nationality Act to authorize appro
priations for refugee and entrant assistance 
for fiscal years 1995 and 1996, pursuant to 31 
U.S.C. 1110; to the Committee on the Judici
ary. 

2751. A letter from the Chairman, U.S. 
Merit Systems Protection Board, transmit
ting the 15th annual report on the activities 
of the Board during fiscal year 1993, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 1206; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. 

2752. A letter from the Secretary, Depart
ment of Transportation, transmitting a re
port on State participation in the National 
Motor Vehicle Title Information System, 
pursuant to 15 U.S.C. 2043; jointly, to the 
Committees on the Judiciary and Energy 
and Commerce. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule xm, reports of 

committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. MILLER of California: Committee on 
Natural Resources. H.R. 2815. A bill to des
ignate a portion of the Farmington River in 
Connecticut as a component of the National 
Wild and Scenic Rivers System; with an 
amendment (Rept. 103-430). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 

Mr. MILLER of California: Committee on 
Natural Resources. S. 375, An act to amend 
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act by designat
ing a segment of the Rio Grande in New Mex
ico as a component of the National Wild and 
Scenic Rivers System, and for other pur
poses; with an amendment (Rept. 103-431). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. MILLER of California: Committee on 
Natural Resources. S. 341. An act to provide 
for a land exchange between the Secretary of 
Agriculture and Eagle and Pitkin Counties 
in Colorado, and for other purposes (Rept. 
103-432, Pt. 1). Ordered to be printed. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 

of rule XXII, public bills and resolution 
were introduced and severally referred 
as follows: 

By Mr. BILIRAKIS (for himself, Mrs. 
MALONEY, Ms. SNOWE, and Mr. FRANK 
of Massachusetts): 

H.R. 3994. A bill to provide limitations on 
the use of certain funds for the establish
ment of diplomatic relations between the 
United States and the territory of the former 
Yugoslav republic of Macedonia; to the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. COBLE: 
H.R. 3995. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on 5-Cholor-2-(2,4-dichlorophenoxy) phe
nol; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CRANE: 
H.R. 3996. A bill to suspend for the period 

January 1, 1994, to April 30, 1994, the duty on 
frozen onions; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. · 

By Mr. DOOLITTLE: 
H.R. 3997. A bill to amend the Endangered 

Species Act of 1973 to require the preparation 
of economic impact analyses with respect to 
certain actions to protect endangered species 
and threatened species, and for the purposes; 
to the Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries. 

By Mr. FOGLIETTA: 
H.R. 3998. A bill to protect the consumers 

of check cashing services by encouraging 
States to establish uniform laws on the regu
lation of check cashing services and to re
quire the Secretary of the Treasury to study 
the effectiveness of State efforts with re
spect to such regulation and make appro
priate recommendations to the Congress on 
such efforts; to the Committee on Banking, 
Finance and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. LIPINSKI (for himself, Mr. 
SANGMEISTER, Mr. RUSH, Mr. REYN
OLDS, and Mr. FAWELL): 

H.R. 3999. A bill to amend the Illinois and 
Michigan Canal Heritage Corridor Act of 1984 
to modify the boundaries of the corridor and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on Nat
ural Resources. 

By Mr. MILLER of Florida (for himself, 
Mr. KASICH, and Mr. STEARNS): 

H.R. 4000. A bill to provide a fair, non
political process that will achieve $65 billion 
in budget outlay reductions each fiscal year 
until a balanced budget is reached; jointly, 
to the Committee on Government Operations 
and Rules. 

By Mr. REED: 
H.R. 4001. A bill to provide for tort liability 

for firearms dealers who transfer firearms in 
violation of Federal firearms law; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ROGERS: 
H.R. 4002. A bill to amend section 410 of the 

Surface Mining Control and Reclamation 
Act of 1977 to prohibit the limitation of ap
propriations on emergency reclamation 
projects in any one State, and for other pur
poses; to the Comm'ittee on Natural Re
sources. 

By Mr. STUDDS (for himself, Mr. 
FIELDS of Texas, Mr. LIPINSKI, and 
Mr. MANTON) (all by request): 

H.R. 4003. A bill to authorize appropria
tions for fiscal year 1995 for certain maritime 
programs of the Department of Transpor
tation, to amend the Merchant Marine Act, 
1936, as amended, to revitalize U.S.-flag mer
chant marine, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fish
eries. 

By Mr. TANNER: 
H.R. 4004. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on combination microwave convection 
ovens; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. TORRICELLI: 
H.R. 4005. A bill to amend title 18, United 

States Code, to prevent minors from gaining 
unsupervised access to loaded firearms or to 
unloaded firearms and ammunition for such 
firearms; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. COX: 
H.R. 4006. A bill to provide statements of 

the economic and employment impacts of 
Federal legislation and regulation on the pri
vate sector and State and local governments; 
jointly, to the Committees on Rules and 
Government Operations. 

By Mr. MORAN (for himself and Ms. 
NORTON): 

H.R. 4007. A bill to amend the Water Sup
ply Act of 1958 to provide for the funding of 
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capital improvements at the Washington Aq
ueduct, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Public Works and Transportation. 

By Mr. ORTIZ (for himself, Mr. 
WELDON, Mr. STUDDS, Mr. FIELDS of 
Texas, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. MANTON, and 
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska): 

H.R. 4008. A bill to authorize appropria
tions for the National Oceanic and Atmos
pheric Administration for fiscal years 1994 
and 1995, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. RICHARDSON (for himself, Mr. 
SKEEN, Mr. SCIDFF, Mr. STUMP, Mr. 
KOLBE Mr. KYL, Mr. PASTOR, and Ms. 
ENGLISH of Arizona): 

H.R. 4009. A bill to authorize a study of the 
equity of Forest Service funding allocations 
among the nine regions of the National For
est System; to the Committee on Agri
culture. 

By Mr. RICHARDSON: 

H.R. 4010. A bill to improve water quality 
within the Rio Puerco watershed and to help 
restore the ecological health of the Rio 
Grande through the cooperative identifica
tion and implementation of best manage
ment practices which are consistent with the 
ecological, geological, cultural, sociological, 
and economic conditions in the region; joint
ly, to the Committees on Natural Resources 
and Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Ms. BYRNE: 

H.J. Res. 333. Joint resolution designating 
May 11, 1994, as "Vietnam Human Rights 
Day"; to the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. 

By Mr. SERRANO: 

H.J. Res. 334. Joint resolution designating 
May 29 through June 4, 1994, as "Pediatric 
and Adolescent AIDS Awareness Week" in 
the United States; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. WALSH: 

H.J. Res. 335. Joint resolution designating 
the month of April 1994 as "Alcohol Aware
ness Month"; to the Committee on Post Of
fice and Civil Service. 

By Ms. MARGOLIES-MEZVINSKY: 

H. Res. 385. Resolution amending the Rules 
of the House of Representatives to prohibit 
consideration of any measure proposing a 
balanced-budget constitutional amendment 
until the Congressional Budget Office cer
tifies that the Federal budget has been in 
balance for the two most recently completed 
fiscal years; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. SHA w (for himself, Mr. MICHEL, 
Mr. GINGRICH, Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. 
DELAY, Mr. GRANDY, Mr. CAMP, Mrs. 
JOHNSON of Connecticut, and Mr. 
CASTLE): 

H. Res. 386. Resolution providing for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 3500) to amend 
title IV of the Social Security Act to provide 
welfare families with the education, train
ing, job search, and work experience needed 
to prepare them to leave welfare within 2 
years, to increase the rate of paternity es
tablishment for children receiving welfare 
benefits, to provide States with greater flexi
bility in providing welfare, to authorize 
States to conduct demonstration projects to 
test the effectiveness of policies designed to 
help people leave welfare and increase their 
financial security, to strengthen child sup
port enforcement, and to eliminate welfare 
payments for most groups of noncitizens; to 
the Committee on Rules. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. ROSE: 
H.R. 4011. A bill for the relief of Anil K. 

Sharma; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. SHAW: 

H.R. 4012. A bill to authorize the Secretary 
of Transportation to issue a certificate of 
documentation with appropriate endorse
ment for employment in the coastwise trade 
for the vessel Sea Bandit; to the Committee 
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 

were added to public bills and resolu
tions as follows: 

H.R. 14: Ms. PELOSI. 
H.R. 39: Mr. KLEIN, Ms. SCHENK, and Mr. 

BARRETT of Wisconsin. 
H.R. 65: Mr. INHOFE. 
H.R. 140: Mr. SMITH of Oregon, Mr. KING, 

Mr. ROGERS, Mr. COLLINS of Georgia, Mr. 
MCDADE, Mr. APPLEGATE, Mr. BUNNING, Mr. 
TAUZIN, Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr. LEVY, Mr. 
STUMP, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. LIGHTFOOT, Mr. 
CLINGER, and Ms. MOLINARI. 

H.R. 441: Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. 
H.R. 518: Mrs. ROUKEMA and Mr. COLEMAN. 
H.R. 630: Mr. FISH. 
H.R. 702: Mr. ROBERTS. 
H.R. 777: Mr. MCNULTY. 
H.R. 790: Mr. STUPAK. 
H.R. 830: Mr. MCCURDY and Mr. LIPINSKI. 
H.R. 930: Mr. FISH. 
H.R. 1120: Mr. FINGERHUT. 
H.R. 1151: Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. 
H.R. 1168: Mr. LINDER, Mr. PETERSON of 

Minnesota, Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr. 
Goss, and Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. 

H.R. 1174: Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota 
and Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida. 

H.R. 1276: Mr. DELAY and Mr. CALVERT. 
H.R. 1332: Mr. HOKE and Mr. ROWLAND. 
H.R. 1455: Mr. DEUTSCH. 
H.R. 1490: Mr. HOBSON, Mr. ROHRABACHER, 

and Mr. HUTTO. 
R.R. 1493: Mr. ROBERTS. 
H.R. .'i.534: Mr. BOEHLERT. 
R.R. 1621: Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. 
H.R. 1671: Mr. GUNDERSON. 
R.R. 1823: Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. 
R.R. 1986: Mr. FILNER. 
R.R. 2019: Mr. MILLER of California. 
H.R. 2092: Mr. TORKILDSEN, Mr. 

FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. PASTOR, Mr. 
ROHRABACHER, and Mr. HOYER. 

H.R. 2420: Mr. HUTTO. 
R.R. 2447: Ms. WATERS, Mr. ENGEL, Mrs. 

MINK of Hawaii, Mr. KREIDLER, Mr. MORAN, 
Mr. SAWYER, and Mr. BRYANT. 

R.R. 2467: Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. GILMAN, Mrs. 
KENNELLY. Mr. LEVY. Mr. MAZZO LI, Mr. 
p AXON. Mr. SCIDFF' Mr. SISISKY. and Mr. 
STUPAK. 

H.R. 2481: Mr. BONIOR. 
R.R. 2543: Mr. SHAYS and Mr. WYNN. 
H.R. 2586: Mr. PARKER and Mr. 

SANG MEISTER. 
H.R. 2708: Mr. PARKER. 
R.R. 2759: Mr. HOKE, Mr. MARTINEZ, Ms. 

KAPTUR, Mr. GRAMS, Mr. SLATTERY, Mr. HUN
TER, and Mr. DREIER. 

H.R. 2767: Mr. FROST. 
R.R. 2873: Mr. OLVER, Mr. TORRES, Mr. 

INHOFE, Mr. QUINN, Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. MAT
SUI, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. MOORHEAD, Mr. PETERSON 
of Minnesota, Mr. HUTCIDNSON, and Mr. 
DICKS. 

H.R. 2912: Mr. UPTON. 
R.R. 3023: Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Ms. LAM

BERT, Mr. HYDE, Mr. SISISKY, Mr. POMBO, Mr. 
DOOLITTLE, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. HUTTO, Mr. 
WALSH, Mr. HANSEN, Mr. BUNNING, Mr. LEWIS 
of Georgia, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. SANTORUM, 
Mr. THORNTON, and Mr. MOLLOHAN. 

R.R. 3065: Mr. DEUTSCH. 
R.R. 3079: Mr. KOPETSKI. 
R.R. 3087: Mr. CASTLE, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. 

FIELDS of Louisiana, and Mr. SCIDFF. 
R.R. 3122: Mr. BACHUS of Alabama. 
R.R. 3125: Mr. PACKARD and Mr. CALVERT. 
R.R. 3246: Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska, Mr. 

GRANDY, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mrs. 
MALONEY, Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mr. NEAL of 
North Carolina, Mr. RIDGE, Mr. SABO, Mrs. 
UNSOELD, Mr. WISE, Mr. SKELTON, Mr. MOL
LOHAN, Mr. MCCOLLUM, Mr. BRYANT, Mr. 
HANCOCK, Mr. APPLEGATE, and Mr. DARDEN. 

R.R. 3256: Mr. PENNY. 
lH.R. 3269: Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. LEWIS of 

Georgia, Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. BISHOP, 
Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin, Mr. 
HAMBURG, Mr. FISH, Mr. MCDERMOTT, and 
Mr. GEJDENSON. 

H.R. 3288: Mr. MURPHY. 
R.R. 3293: Mr. RANGEL and Mr. BORSKI. 
R.R. 3309: Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. FORD of 

Michigan, Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr. 
JOHNSON of South Dakota, Ms. CANTWELL, 
Mr. HEFNER, Mr. MURPHY, Mr. KOPETSKI, Mr. 
CLAY, Mr. VENTO, Mr. BILBRAY, Miss COLLINS 
of Michigan, Ms. PELOSI, and Ms. ESHOO. 

R.R. 3367: Mr. KIM, Mr. HOBSON, and Mr. 
ROTH. 

H.R. 3486: Mr. DORNAN, Mr. DICKEY, Mr. 
SUNDQUIST, Mr. DERRICK, Mr. ALLARD, Mr. 
KLUG, Mr. GORDON, Mr. BONILLA, Mr. ZELIFF, 
Mr. INHOFE, Mr. DELAY, Mr. GOODLING, Mrs. 
LLOYD, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. 
MANZULLO, Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina, 
Mrs. UNSOELD, Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi, 
Mr. BREWSTER, Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut, 
Mr. FIELDS of Texas, Mr. SWE'IT, Mr. NUSSLE, 
Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming, Mr. UPTON, Mr. 
BOEHNER, and Mr. SENSENBRENNER. 

R.R. 3488: Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr. 
DUNCAN, Mr. SARPALIUS, Mr. BARLOW, Mr. 
DICKEY. and Mr. CALVERT. 

H.R. 3490: Mr. DUNCAN and Mrs. MINK of Ha
waii. 

H.R. 3564: Mr. WASHINGTON and Mr. FISH. 
H.R. 3636: Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts and 

Mr. OWENS. 
H.R. 3663: Mr. SANDERS. 
H.R. 3729: Ms. SNOWE, Mr. CAMP, and Mrs. 

VUCANOVICH. 
H.R. 3786: Mr. HUGHES. 
H.R. 3794: Mr. ALLARD and Mr. DICKEY. 
H.R. 3802: Mr. SHAYS. 
H.R. 3840: Mr. FIELDS of Texas, Mr. PICKLE, 

Mr. EDWARDS of Texas, Mr. LAUGHLIN, Mr. DE 
LA GARZA, Mr. WASHINGTON, Mr. ANDREWS of 
Texas, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, 
Mr. COMBEST, Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. 
BONILLA, Mr. SAM JOHNSON, Mr. DELAY, and 
Mr. SMITH of Oregon. 

H.R. 3875: Mr. MCCANDLESS, Mr. ROBERTS, 
Mr. WILSON, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. 
THOMAS of Wyoming, Mr. BOEHNER, Mr. 
HUTCHINSON, and Mr. LIVINGSTON. 

H.R. 3912: Mr. GILMAN. 
H.R. 3929: Mr. HANSEN, Mr. HEFLEY, Mr. 

EWING, Mr. MORAN, Mr. CONDIT, Mr. POMBO, 
Mr. BONILLA, Mr. DELAY, Mr. HASTERT, Mr. 
DOOLITTLE, and Mr. BAKER of California. 

H.R. 3935: Mr. PICKLE. 
H.R. 3949: Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. SISISKY, Mr. 

DORNAN, and Mr. RANGEL. 
H.R. 3951: Mr. STENHOLM, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. 

DUNCAN, and Mr. ORTON. 
H.R. 3955: Mr. BREWSTER and Mr. LEWIS of 

Florida. 
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H.J. Res. 253: Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. HILLIARD, 

Ms. SNOWE, Ms. BROWN of Florida, and Mr. 
GEKAS. 

H.J. Res. 278: Ms. SNOWE and Ms. EDDIE 
BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 

H.J. Res. 310: Mr. GINGRICH, Mr. BURTON of 
Indiana, Mr. WHEAT, Mr. TORRES, Mr. SISI
SKY, and Mr. FINGERHUT. 

H.J. Res. 317: Mr. LEWIS of Florida, Mr. 
WYDEN, Mr. HOAGLAND, Mr. TAYLOR of North 
Carolina, Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr. UNDERWOOD, 
Mr. UPTON, Mr. DICKEY, Mr. PRICE of North 
Carolina, Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. 
SABO, Mr. FIELDS of Texas, Mr. EVERETT, Mr. 
HOBSON, Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. TAUZIN, Mr. 
MANN, Mr. CONDIT, Mrs. VUCANOVICH, Mr. 
REGULA, Mr. TEJEDA, Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr. 
TORRES, Ms. LAMBERT, Mr. DEAL, Mr. INSLEE, 
Mr. BAKER of Louisiana, Mr. STUMP, Mr. 
SMITH of Texas, Mr. PAYNE of Virginia, Mr. 
BROWN of California, Mr. GRANDY, Mr. 
BARCIA of Michigan, Mr. PETE GEREN of 
Texas, Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr. 
BARRETT of Nebraska, Mr. LAFALCE, Ms. 
MARGOLIES-MEZVINSKY, Mr. BLILEY, Mr. 

HALL of Ohio, Mr. HUTTO, Mr. HYDE, Mr. 
HANSEN, Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr. LANCASTER, 
Mr. DICKS, Mr. RIDGE, Mr. FORD of Ten
nessee, Mr. v ALENTINE, . Mrs. UNSOELD, Mr. 
SWIFT, Ms. DUNN, Mr. KREIDLER, Mr. HUNTER, 
Mrs. BENTLEY, Mr. SWETT, Mr. JOHNSON of 
Georgia, Ms. CANTWELL, Mr. BARTLETT of 
Maryland, and Mr. SISISKY. 

H.J. Res. 318: Mr. SKEEN, Mr. HUTCHINSON, 
Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. HEFNER, Ms. BROWN of 
Florida, Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. 
GORDON, Mr. HUTTO, Mr. PARKER, Mr. 
FRANKS of New Jersey, and Mr. BATEMAN. 

H.J. Res. 319: Mr. LINDER, Mr. BUNNING, Mr. 
HOUGHTON, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mrs. MEYERS 
of Kansas, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. BAKER of Louisi
ana, Mr. LEWIS of Florida, and Mr. Goss. 

H.J. Res. 325: Mr. KIM, Mr. HAMBURG, Mr. 
CALLAHAN, Mr. FROST, Ms. WATERS, Mr. 
FRANK of Massachusetts, and Mr. GONZALEZ. 

H.J. Res. 326: Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER, and Mr. 
FROST. 

H. Con. Res. 98: Ms. MOLINARI, Mr. SLAT
TERY, Mr. CALVERT, Mr. HERGER, Mr. DREIER, 
Ms. DUNN, and Mr. ROYCE. 

H. Con. Res. 147: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHN
SON of Texas, Mr. WHEAT, Mr. MANN, and Mr. 
STUPAK. 

H. Con. Res. 152: Mr. JOHNSON of South Da
kota. 

H. Con. Res. 202: Mr. BORSKI. 
H. Con. Res. 209: Mr. EVANS, and Mr. RAN

GEL. 
H. Res. 255: Mr. MACHTLEY, Mr. BARCA of 

Wisconsin, Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. 
ROYCE, Ms. MCKINNEY, and Mr. SLATTERY. 

H. Res. 365: Mr. CANADY. 

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were deleted from public bills and reso-
1 utions as follows: 

H.R. 417: Mr. FOGLIETTA. 
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